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FOREWORD 


History  and  the  Ways  of  Politicians 

Politicians  have  their  “  trade  psychology  ” ;  they  are 
in  the  business  of  carrying  elections  and  running  govern¬ 
mental  enterprises,  “  selling  ”  candidates  and  platforms. 
Like  other  entrepreneurs,  their  chief  aim  is  success — success 
that  means  the  wielding  of  power.  The  gaining  and  re¬ 
taining  of  power  and  the  satisfaction  of  vanity  secured 
from  occupying  public  place  become  their  outstanding  char¬ 
acteristics,  and  to  obtain  the  satisfaction  of  these  desires 
they  bend  their  energies.  Some  are  scrupulous,  some  are 
not;  some  are  high-minded,  many  think  they  are;  some 
strive  for  principles,  some  for  graft,  but  the  majority  for 
the  satisfaction  of  success.  This  political  psychology  has 
had  its  effect  upon  history.  The  politician’s  place  in  our 
national  development  can  be  understood  only  in  the  light  of 
a  knowledge  of  these  dominant  traits.  The  history  of  the 
Democratic  party  during  the  interlude  between  the  sectional 
struggles  of  1850  and  1854  presents  an  excellent  field  for 
the  study  of  the  genus  politician.  In  those  days  public 
opinion  was  generally  apathetic  and  the  politicians  plied 
their  trade  with  little  interference.  As  most  of  the  leading 
Democrats  of  this  period  were  prominent  in  the  strife  which 
led  to  secession  and  civil  war,  the  study  which  follows  is  an 
introduction  to  the  part  played  by  the  Democratic  party  in 
the  years  from  1854  to  i860. 
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last  line  for  “  democrats  ”  read  “  Democrats  ” 

“  disruptable  ”  read  “  disreputable  ” 
for  “subjuct”  read  “subject” 

“  ocasionallly  ”  read  “  occasionally  ” 

“  acquainstances  ”  read  “  acquaintances  ” 

“  simplicty  ”  read  “  simplicity  ” 

“  varitable  ”  read  “  veritable  ” 

“  democrats  ”  read  “  Democrats  ” 

“  Case  ”  read  “  Cass  ” 

“  belongs  ”  read  “  belong  ” 

“  Crosswell  ”  read  “  Croswell  ” 

“Tennesse”  read  “Tennessee” 

“  write  ”  read  “  wrote  ” 
insert  comma  after  “  in  ” 
for  “  willigness  ”  read  “  willingness  ” 

“  simular  ”  read  “  similar  ” 

“ando”  read  “and” 

“  suporting  ”  read  “  supporting  ” 

“  Caroll  ”  read  “Carroll” 

“  Meeting  again  at  four,”  read  “  They  met  again 
at  four ;  ” 

“  Deleware  ”  read  “  Delaware  ” 

“  Indian  ”  read  “  Indiana  ” 

“Caroll”  read  “Carroll” 

“  us  ”  read  “  up  ” 

“  delgates  ”  read  “  delegates  ” 

“Deleware”  read  “Delaware” 

“  emplowering”  read  “empowering” 

“  Committee  ”  read  “  committee  ” 

“  wote  ”  read  “  wrote  ” 

“  Thes  ”  read  “  These  ” 

“committe”  read  “committee” 

“  county  ”  read  “  country  ” 

“  sems  ”  read  “  seems  ” 

“  states’  ”  read  “  state’s  ” 

“ had  ”  read  “  hand  ” 
after  “  third  ”  insert  “  and  fourth  ” 
for  “  Marcly  ”  read  “Marcy” 

“  in  ”  read  “  on  ” 

“  resolution  ”  read  “  resolutions  ” 

“  leaders  ”  read  “  leader’s  ” 
adminstration  ”  read  “  administration  ” 
undersirable”  read  “undesirable” 

‘  members  ”  read  “  member  ” 

“  Cochran  ”  read  “  Cochrane  ” 

“  Cochran  ”  read  “  Cochrane  ” 

“  Cochran  ”  read  “  'Cochrane  ” 
manoeuvers”  read  “manoeuvres” 
bolter’s”  read  “bolters’” 

“  PePter  ”  read  “  Peter  ” 

“seceder’s”  read  “  seceders’” 

“years”  read  “year’s” 

. “ succed ”  read  “succeed” 
omit" “  a  growing” 
for  “  displeasng  ”  read  “  displeasing  ” 
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CHAPTER  I 
The  Democracy  in  Chaos 

Andrew  Jackson  had  been  the  personification  of  the 
Democratic  party ;  around  him  it  united.  He  attracted 
personal  admirers,  true  lovers  of  the  ideal  of  democracy, 
and  men  who  felt  it  expedient,  from  motives  of  personal 
ambition,  to  be  among  the  associates  of  a  powerful  leader. 
His  animosities  and  his  prejudices  determined  the  platforms 
of  the  Democratic  party;  his  personal  enemies  became  its 
opponents.  For  nearly  a  decade,  under  the  rallying  cry  of 
“  Old  Hickory,”  the  party  won  a  series  of  unbroken  victor¬ 
ies.  It  weathered  the  storm  of  Calhoun’s  withdrawal  and 
lived  to  receive  him  back.  And  as  the  Old  Hero  had  plan¬ 
ned,  in  the  heyday  of  his  power,  to  be  succeeded  by  Martin 
Van  Buren  for  two  terms  and  by  Benton  for  two  more,  the 
faithful  with  but  slight  objection  accepted  “  Little  Van  ”  as 
their  leader’s  chosen  successor. 

But  thereafter  Jackson’s  party  came  upon  evil  days. 
Economic  conditions  were  bad.  Van  Buren,  shrewd  poli¬ 
tician  that  he  was,  had  neither  the  heroic  mold  nor  the  per¬ 
sonal  appeal  of  the  Old  Hero  of  the  Hermitage.  As  1840 
drew  on,  after  the  reverse  of  1838,  the  weakening  party  had 
recourse  to  principles  and  laid  down  a  platform.  It  formu¬ 
lated  a  creed,  the  articles  of  which  were  the  lessons  learned 
behind  the  banner  of  Old  Hickory.  According  to  the  plat¬ 
form,  the  federal  government  was  one  of  limited  powers : 
it  could  neither  undertake  a  system  of  internal  improve¬ 
ments  nor  assume  state  debts  contracted  for  that  purpose : 
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it  could  not  grant  protection  to  industry  by  means  of  high 
tariffs :  it  could  not  operate  a  bank :  its  funds  must  be  care¬ 
fully  guarded  in  the  vaults  of  the  national  treasury  from 
manipulation  by  the  money  power.  The  platform  reaffirmed 
the  democratic  doctrines  of  the  Declaration  of  Independ¬ 
ence,  yet  in  regard  to  slavery  it  made  the  following  pro¬ 
nouncement  : 

Resolved,  That  Congress  has  no  power,  under  the  Constitu¬ 
tion,  to  interfere  with  or  control  the  domestic  institutions  of 
the  several  States,  and  that  such  States  are  the  sole  and  pro¬ 
per  judges  of  everything  appertaining  to  their  own  affairs  not 
prohibited  by  the  Constitution;  that  all  efforts  of  the  Aboli¬ 
tionists  or  others,  made  to  induce  Congress  to  interfere  with 
questions  of  Slavery,  or  to  take  incipient  steps  in  relation 
thereto,  are  calculated  to  lead  to  the  most  alarming  and  danger¬ 
ous  consequences,  and  that  all  such  efforts  have  an  inevitable 
tendency  to  diminish  the  happiness  of  the  people,  and  en¬ 
danger  the  stability  and  permanency  of  the  Union,  and  ought 
not  to  be  countenanced  by  any  friend  to  our  political  institu¬ 
tions. 

But  the  platform  proved  of  no  avail.  Without  the  per¬ 
sonal  appeal  of  a  popular  leader  the  party  was  powerless 
against  the  rollicking  Log  Cabin  and  Hard  Cider  Whigs. 
Disaster  complete  was  the  result. 

Defeat  taught  the  necessity  for  organization;  for  the  next 
four  years  the  party  was  being  prepared  for  1844.  Van 
Buren  and  his  lieutenants  were  recruiting  for  his  renomina- 
tion ;  John  C.  Calhoun  and  his  friends  were  building  up 
their  machine;  and  in  the  southwest  and  northwest  new 
leaders  like  Robert  J.  Walker  and  Lewis  Cass  were  mar¬ 
shalling  their  forces  to  dispute  Van  Buren’s  claim  to  leader¬ 
ship.  At  the  Convention  of  1844  h  appeared  that  each  sec¬ 
tion  was  mobilized ;  the  captains  of  the  hundreds  and  the 
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captains  of  the  thousands  were  there.  A  spectacular  com¬ 
bination  was  made;  Walker  and  Calhoun  joined  forces  to 
such  effect  that  Van  Buren  was  defeated  and  James  K.  Polk 
was  nominated.  The  Democratic  party,  now  well-disci¬ 
plined,  so  cleverly  manipulated  the  issues  and  the  votes,  that 
their  comparatively  unknown  candidate  defeated  the  popular 
Whig  idol,  Henry  Clay,  hampered  by  his  shattered  cohorts. 
Thus  was  the  Democratic  party  formally  organized,  but  it 
was  no  longer  the  party  of  Jackson. 

The  years  from  1844  to  1849  showed  that  the  party  had 
developed  personal  and  sectional  differences.  There  were 
at  least  three  distinct  and  often  discordant  factions.  Van 
Buren  had  come  out  against  the  annexation  of  Texas.  In 
1844  this  pronouncement  gave  his  opponents  the  opportunity 
to  inject  the  slavery  issue  into  national  politics  and  to  give 
his  candidacy  a  sectional  tinge.  At  the  Convention  he  was 
defeated  for  the  presidential  nomination  by  means  which 
led  his  friends  to  charge  treachery.  Polk’s  distribution  of 
the  patronage  and  his  treatment  of  Van  Buren’s  friend, 
Silas  Wright,  embittered  the  former  President’s  friends 
the  more.  When  Wright  was  defeated  for  governor  of 
New  York  in  1846  they  openly  declared  it  was  accomplished 
by  the  treachery  of  Polk’s  official  appointees  in  that  state. 
Also  certain  northwestern  elements  were  disaffected.  Polk 
had  compromised  on  Oregon.  He  had  vetoed  a  rivers  and 
harbors  appropriation  bill  especially  desired  by  the  north¬ 
western  members  of  Congress.  He  had  failed  to  satisfy 
the  demands  of  that  section  for  patronage.  All  these  dis¬ 
affected  elements  joined  to  support  the  Wilmot  Proviso. 
The  organized  projectors  of  this  measure  were  joined  by 
the  disgruntled  Van  Burenites  and  by  those  Democrats  op¬ 
posed  on  principle  to  slavery  or  its  further  extension.  This 
amalgamation  made  up  the  northern  radical  or  “  free  soil  ” 
wing  of  the  party.  It  lacked  a  leader. 
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Another  faction  appeared  in  the  south.  This  group  were 
inspired  by  the  political  doctrines  of  John  C.  Calhoun  and 
had  wished  to  make  him  President.  They  were  jealous  of 
the  interests  peculiar  to  their  section  and  they  subscribed 
to  the  extreme  states  rights  doctrines  which  had  become 
prominent  in  nullification  days.  They  wanted  to  obtain  as 
much  slave  territory  as  possible  and  resented  any  attempt  to 
regulate  or  restrict  the  institution  of  slavery.  These  con¬ 
stituted  the  radical  southern  or  “  states  rights  ”  wing  of  the 
Democratic  party. 

The  third  and  largest  division  of  the  party  was  the  im¬ 
mobile  mass  of  Democrats  in  both  sections  of  the  nation, 
especially  important  in  the  north.  This  body  of  partisans 
was  actuated  by  two  motives,  a  love  for  the  Union  and  a 
desire  to  see  their  party  always  in  office.  As  for  slavery, 
many,  like  Douglas,  cared  not  whether  it  was  voted  up  or 
down.  Cass,  Buchanan  and  Marcy  were  the  prominent 
members  of  this  conservative  or  “  hunker  ”  group.  Like 
the  free  soil  faction,  this  wing  enjoyed  no  real  leadership; 
for  Cass,  its  most  prominent  member,  lacked  the  energy 
and  strength  necessary  to  dominate  his  party.  Thus  mat¬ 
ters  stood  in  1850. 

The  discovery  of  gold  in  California  had  caused  a  great 
rush  of  men  of  all  types  to  that  region.  In  the  hetero¬ 
geneous  mass  that  arrived  there  were  politicians,  old  and 
disappointed,  young  and  hopeful.  They  saw  the  advantage 
to  themselves  of  becoming  leaders  in  a  possible  new  state. 
Therefore  they  constructed  the  machinery  for  political  or¬ 
ganization.  The  result  was  the  adoption  of  a  constitution 
in  accordance  with  the  Democratic  principle  of  “  squatter 
sovereignty  ” ;  this  document  was  silent  on  slavery.  In  the 
ensuing  election  a  Democratic  governor,  legislature  and 
Congressmen  were  chosen  and  a  short  while  later  the  legis¬ 
lature  elected  two  Democratic  Senators.  In  due  time  official 
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word  of  these  actions  was  brought  to  a  Congress  which 
was  of  like  political  complexion.  In  spite  of  the  complete 
control  of  California  by  the  Democratic  party  there  was 
opposition  to  her  admission  to  statehood.  The  more  radical 
of  the  southern  leaders  felt  they  could  not  retain  the  sup¬ 
port  of  their  constituencies  if  they  voted  to  permit  another 
free  state  to  enter  the  Union  and  destroy  the  precious  bal¬ 
ance  of  fifteen  slave  and  fifteen  free  states.  In  order  to 
save  the  Union  from  a  threatened  secession  of  the  southern 
states  a  compromise  was  formed  whereby,  among  other 
provisions,  a  strict  fugitive  slave  law  was  offered  as  an 
offset  to  the  south  for  the  admission  of  California.  This 
in  turn  the  northern  radicals  felt  they  could  not  support 
and  retain  their  seats.  So  they  rose  up  in  arms.  There 
ensued  a  formidable  legislative  battle,  wherein  party  lines 
broke  down  entirely.  The  only  possible  adjustment  was  the 
acceptance  of  the  Compromise  of  1850.  To  bring  this 
about  the  conservative  or  hunker  wing  of  the  Democ¬ 
racy  led  by  Cass  joined  the  Clay  Whigs  in  support  of  the 
Compromise  measures  and  outvoted  the  radical  legislators 
of  both  north  and  south,  Whig  and  Democratic.  But  why 
should  the  strict,  partisan,  conservative  Democrats  be  so 
anxious  to  pass  these  bills  as  to  join  their  ancient  foes  in 
voting  for  them? 

The  Democratic  and  Whig  parties  were  numerically 
nearly  equal,  both  in  the  north  and  in  the  south.1  To  win 
elections,  therefore,  the  party  could  spare  no  strength  and 
needed  a  united  front.  The  question  of  the  status  of  slavery 
in  newly  acquired  territory  was  continually  making  trouble 
between  the  free  soil  and  states  rights  wings  of  the  party 

1  Roughly  two-thirds  of  the  whole  number  of  voters  were  divided 
almost  equally  between  the  two  parties  in  the  fifteen  free  states  and  the 
remaining  one-third  in  like  manner  in  the  fifteen  slave  states.  Whig 
Almanac,  1850,  p.  2. 
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and  causing  defection  and  defeat  at  important  elections, 
as  in  1848.  It  naturally  occurred  to  the  conservative 
hunker  or  national  Democrats,  who  cared  little  for 
slavery  and  much  for  Democratic  ascendancy,  that  the  loyal 
thing  to  do  would  be  to  settle  the  disputed  question  in  a 
manner  which  would  prevent  its  recurrence.  This  the  Com¬ 
promise  of  1850  seemed  to  do  by  accepting  their  principle 
of  squatter  sovereignty.  Thus  it  won  their  support  and 
was  passed.  Since  it  wrote  squatter  sovereignty  into  the 
nation’s  statute  law  and  added  the  Democratic  state  of 
California  to  the  galaxy  of  stars  in  the  Democratic  banner, 
they  felt  that  a  good  deed  had  been  well  done  for  the  party 
and  the  Union.  They  then  began  to  prepare  for  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  1852  with  the  hope  that  the  other  wings  would  join 
them  and  that  a  Democratic  president  would  enter  the  White 
House,  March  4,  1853.  However,  the  prospects  were  rather 
dubious.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Democratic  party  had 
governors  in  twenty-five  of  the  thirty-one  states,  many  of 
the  elections  had  been  so  close  that  any  serious  defection  in 
the  Democratic  ranks  would  mean  disaster.  A  survey  of 
the  party  in  the  various  states  showed  that  dangerous  de¬ 
fections  were  too  numerous. 

In  the  north  there  were  bitter  divisions  in  many  states. 
That  in  New  York  was  the  worst.  The  Democratic  party 
of  the  Empire  State  was  suffering  from  factions  which  had 
their  origin  in  the  politics  of  the  past  few  decades.  Dif¬ 
ferences  of  an  economic,  psychological  and  personal  nature 
were  responsible  for  the  appearance  of  three  groups,  more 
or  less  unfriendly.  In  the  late  twenties  popular  unrest  burst 
forth,  kindled  by  the  agitation  of  theorists,  the  rise  in  the 
cost  of  living,  the  development  of  the  new  manufacturing 
enterprise,  and  the  backfire  of  the  western  spirit.  A  de¬ 
mand  was  awakened  for  labor  organization,  hard  money, 
destruction  of  the  currency-issuing  monopoly  of  the  state 
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banks,  and  economy  in  state  expenditures  especially  as  re¬ 
gards  the  proposed  system  of  canals.  The  sponsors  of  these 
demands  were  known  as  “  radicals  ”  or  “  loco-focos  ”  and 
numbered  in  their  ranks  Martin  Van  Buren,  Silas  Wright, 
John  A.  Dix,  and  Azariah  C.  Flagg.  In  natural  opposi¬ 
tion  to  these  preachers  of  dangerous  doctrines  were  the 
“conservatives  ”  who  represented  the  merchant  capitalists, 
bankers  and  contractors.  These  had  as  prominent  figures — 
Senator  Tallmadge,  Daniel  S.  Dickinson,  Horatio  Sey¬ 
mour,  Edwin  C.  Croswell  and  sometimes  William  L. 
Marcy.  The  split  between  these  factions  was  made  wider 
by  the  personal  antagonism  of  the  two  United  States  Sena¬ 
tors,  Silas  Wright,  radical,  and  Nathaniel  P.  Tallmadge. 
conservative.  These  rivals  continued  their  struggle  for 
mastery  of  the  party  with  alternating  successes  and  defeats 
for  a  decade. 

As  has  been  said,  Van  Buren’s  humiliation  in  1844  and 
Wright’s  loss  of  the  governorship  in  1846  brought  on  a 
fresh  crisis.  The  radicals  blamed  the  administration  for 
these  catastrophes  and  began  to  retaliate.  They  in  common 
with  the  free  sailers  and  opponents  of  the  Polk  regime 
championed  the  Wilmot  proviso.  When  they  demanded 
that  the  state  convention  of  1847  endorse  this  measure  they 
were  outvoted  by  the  hunkers  under  Marcy  and  Dickinson. 
They  immediately  withdrew  and  held  a  separate  convention ; 
after  this  secession  they  were  generally  known  as  “  barn¬ 
burners  ”.  Each  group  claimed  to  be  the  true  Democracy 
and  each  nominated  delegations  to  the  Convention  of  1848. 
That  body  recognized  them  both  but  demanded  a  pledge  of 
support  of  the  platform  to  be  adopted  before  admitting 
either.  The  barnburners  felt  that  this  creed  would  be 
southern  in  tone;  therefore,  deeply  disappointed  at  the  joint 
recognition  policy,  they  refused  the  pledge  and  withdrew. 
They  put  forward  Van  Buren  as  an  independent  nominee. 
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To  his  standard  flocked  the  Free  Soil  party  and  numerous 
disaffected  Democrats  from  other  states,  thus  defeating 
Cass,  and  throwing  the  national  victory  to  the  Whigs.  In 
New  York  the  barnburners  had  carried  their  heretical  ten¬ 
dencies  further  by  nominating  a  full  state  ticket ;  the  Whigs 
easily  defeated  both  tickets  but  the  combined  vote  of  the 
two  sections  of  the  Democratic  party,  however,  was  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  that  of  the  victors. 

The  long-headed  members  of  both  factions  saw  the  folly 
of  the  resulting  loss  of  all  the  patronage.  Seymour  of  the 
hunkers,  therefore,  made  advances  to  John  Van  Buren  and 
it  did  not  take  the  two  long  to  see  the  wisdom  of  union  for 
the  spoils.  The  year  1849  brought  reunion  and  partial  suc¬ 
cess.  However,  there  was  an  element  of  ultra-hunkers,  or 
hard-shells,  who  felt  that  the  Van-Burenites  had  been  wel¬ 
comed  back  without  sufficient  punishment.  Their  worst 
fears  were  confirmed  by  the  Whig  triumph  of  1850,  when 
the  enemy  captured  the  legislature  and  displaced  the  hard¬ 
shell  leader,  United  States  Senator  Daniel  S.  Dickinson. 
Thus  the  three  factions  stood :  ultra-hunkers  or  hards,  led 
by  Dickinson,  conciliatory  hunkers  or  softs,  led  by  Marcy 
and  Seymour,  and  the  barnburners,  led  by  John  Van  Buren, 
John  A.  Dix  and  Azariah  C.  Flagg.  In  such  a  condition 
was  the  Democracy  of  the  Empire  State  as  the  presidential 
campaign  approached.1 

1  Trimble,  William,  “New  York  Democracy  and  the  Loco-Focos,” 
Am.  Hist.  Rev.,  vol.  xxiv,  p.  415;  Alexander,  D.  S„  Political  History  of 
New  York,  vol.  ii,  pp.  56-144;  Jenkins,  J.  S.,  Lives  of  the  Governors  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  pp.  518-9,  597,  705;  Jenkins,  J.  S„  Life  of  Silas 
Wright,  p.  226;  Hammond,  Jabez  D.,  Life  and  Times  of  Silas  Wright, 
pp.  693-5;  Gillet,  R.  H.,  Life  and  Times  of  Silas  Wright,  vol.  ii,  pp. 
1789-1791;  'Shepard,  E.  M.,  Martin  Van  Buren,  pp.  354-363;  Quaife, 
M.  M.  (ed.),  Polk’s  Diary,  vol.  ii,  p,  218;  Fox,  D,  R.,  The  Decline  of 
Aristocracy  in  the  Politics  of  New  York,  pp.  381-408;  Hammond,  J.  D., 
History  of  Political  Parties  in  New  Ycrrk,  vol.  ii,  pp.  487-503. 
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In  Massachusetts,  too,  things  were  not  as  they  should 
have  been.  The  leaders  of  the  party  there,  David  Henshaw, 
Charles  G.  Greene,  editor  of  the  Boston  Post,  and  Benjamin 
F.  Hallett,  had  been  dispensing  federal  patronage  under 
Jackson,  Van  Buren  and  Polk.  For  this  reason  they  had 
caused  state  platforms  to  be  adopted,  pleasing  to  Washing¬ 
ton  but  unpopular  in  Massachusetts.  This  had  made  the 
Democratic  machine,  so  far  as  state  and  local  elections  were 
concerned,  generally  unsuccessful.  The  final  blow  had 
been  the  election  of  Taylor.  This  the  leaders  attributed  to 
Democratic  defection  in  the  south  and  they  were  not  dis¬ 
posed  to  discourage  retaliation.  Plallett,  therefore,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  resolutions  committee  in  the  state  convention  of 
1849  reported  a  platform  which  declared  that,  “  We  are 
opposed  to  slavery  throughout  all  God’s  heritage  The 
adoption  of  this  plank  attracted  the  Free  Soilers  who  had 
seceded  from  both  major  parties  in  1848.  They  formed 
local  coalitions  with  the  Democrats  which  brought  about 
a  general  state  coalition  in  1850.  They  secured  a  coalition 
legislature  in  1851  and  the  election  of  Charles  Sumner, 
free  soil  Whig,  to  the  United  States  Senate  despite  the 
bolting  of  twenty-eight  hunkers  under  Greene,  Hallett  and 
Cushing.  This  result  made  coalition  unpopular  with  all 
hunkers.1 

In  New  Hampshire  party  lines  had  broken  down  so  that 
in  1847  tohe  prominent  free  soil  Democrat,  John  P.  Hale, 
was  elected  to  the  Senate  by  a  combination  of  Whigs  and 
free  soil  Democrats  in  spite  of  the  strong  opposition  of  the 
future  President  Pierce  and  the  hunkers.3  Following  this 
the  free  soil  element  gained  control  of  the  state  convention 
of  the  Democratic  party  in  1851  and  nominated  a  candidate. 

1  Boutwell,  Reminiscences,  vol.  i,  pp.  114-116;  Wilson,  Rise  and  Fall 
of  the  Slave  Power,  vol.  ii,  p.  339. 

2  Ibid.,  pp.  626-8. 
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Pierce  sponsored  a  movement  of  the  hunkers  which  led  to 
the  nomination  of  a  bolting  candidate  who  was  elected  over 
the  Whig  and  regularly  nominated  Democratic  candidates.1 
In  Maine,  Hannibal  Hamlin  had  been  reelected  United 
States  Senator  in  1850  by  a  combination  of  Democrats  and 
free  soil  Whigs  2  and  the  year  previous  in  Ohio  Salmon 
P.  Chase  had  been  elected  to  the  same  body  by  a  coalition  of 
Democrats  and  Free  Soilers  who  preferred  him  to  the  Whig 
“  butcher  ”  Tom  Ewing.3  In  fact  the  situation  was  such 
that  Toombs  could  write  that  the  free  soil  members  con¬ 
trolled  the  Democratic  organizations  in  all  free  states  except 
New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Illinois,  Indiana  and  Iowa.4  It 
was  evident  to  the  Washington  leaders  that  the  northern 
Democracy  was  in  danger  of  being  ruined  as  an  efficient 
party  machine. 

In  the  slave-holding  states  the  situation  was  of  a  different 
character.  The  adjourned  Nashville  Convention  had  met 
November  11-18,  1850,  and  though  non-representative  and 
abortive,  had  provided  a  stage  for  many  southern  rights 
sectional  speeches.6 

In  Alabama  there  was  a  large  section  of  the  Democratic 
party  opposed  to  the  Compromise  measures.  The  leader  of 
this  group  was  the  ultra-radical  William  L.  Yancey.  He  be¬ 
gan  to  be  prominent  in  an  effort  to  organize  the  “  Southern 
Rights  Associations”  composed  of  Democrats  and  others 
who  believed  that  the  rights  of  the  south  had  been  sur- 


Burke  MSS^’  ^  **  “d  ^  ^  to  Burke-  M*y  4  1851, 

2  Hamlin,  Hannibal  Hamlin,  p.  250. 

3  Hart,  Chase,  p.  in  ;  Cong.  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  1st  Sess.,  p.  327. 

ci;?“nC^  'R<f  ^  Toombs’  AIexander  H.  Stephens,  Howell 
Cobb  (Phillips,  ed.),  Annual  Report  of  the  American  Historical 
Association,  i9„,  vol.  ii,  p.  229,  hereafter  cited  as  Toombs  Carr. 

6  White,  Secession  Movement  in  the  U.  S.,  1847-52,  pp.  80-83. 
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rendered  by  the  Compromise.  These  associations  put  up 
candidates  for  Congress  in  the  Congressional  elections  of 
1851.  In  opposition  to  them,  those  favoring  the  Compro¬ 
mise  nominated  union  tickets  and  succeeded  in  defeating  the 
southern  rights  candidates  in  five  of  the  seven  districts; 
they  also  gained  control  of  the  legislature.  This  campaign 
had  temporarily  obliterated  party  lines  and  Democrats  were 
prominent  on  both  sides.  The  unity  of  the  party  was  shat¬ 
tered.1 

In  Georgia,  Speaker  Howell  Cobb  combined  ambitions 
for  higher  national  office  with  the  conviction  that  the  Com¬ 
promise  measures  alone  had  saved  the  Union.  He  and  his 
following  of  Democrats  joined  the  Whigs  led  by  Alexander 
H.  Stephens  and  Robert  Toombs.  This  group  formed  a 
Compromise  union  party,  December,  1850,  and  drew  up  the 
famous  Georgia  platform.  They  declared  acquiescence  in 
the  Compromise  but  stated  that  the  south  would  yield  no 
more.  In  June,  1851,  they  nominated  Cobb  for  governor. 
The  majority  of  the  Democrats  would  not  follow  the 
Speaker,  and  joining  with  some  like-minded  Whigs,  nomi¬ 
nated  Charles  J.  MacDonald  on  a  states  rights  platform  of 
rebellion  against  the  Compromise.  The  result  was  Cobb’s 
election  as  governor  and  Toombs’  elevation  to  the  Senate. 
This  produced  two  factions,  the  Cobb  faction  and  the  states 
rights  group,  each  claiming  to  be  the  true  Georgia  Demo¬ 
cracy.2 

In  Mississippi,  Senator  Henry  S.  Foote  and  his  colleague, 
Jefferson  Davis,  were  personal  enemies.  During  the  de¬ 
bates  on  the  Compromise,  Foote  resented  the  dictatorial 
pronouncements  of  Davis  on  the  attitude  of  Mississippi. 
He  became  the  ardent  champion  of  these  measures  and 

1  White,  loc.  cit. ;  Hodgson,  J.,  Cradle  of  the  Confederacy,  pp.  264-7,  3121- 

2  Toombs  Corr.,  pp.  215-293,  passim.  Phillips,  U.  B.,  “  Georgia  and 
States  Rights,5’  Amcr.  Hist.  Assoc.  Rept.  for  1901,  vol.  ii,  pp.  163-4. 
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when  the  Democrats  of  his  state  nominated!  the  states  rights 
Democrat,  Quitman,  for  governor  in  1851,  Whigs  and  the 
few  union  Democrats  united  on  Foote  as  their  candidate. 
He  stumped  the  state  with  such  success  that  Quitman  with¬ 
drew  and  at  the  election  Foote  defeated  Senator  Davis  who 
had  been  substituted.  Foote  rose  mightily  in  his  own  esti¬ 
mation  but  the  union  legislature  which  was  elected  did  not 
send  him  back  to  the  Senate,  choosing  a  Whig  instead. 
Here  as  in  Georgia  this  situation  brought  on  a  dispute  as 
to  who  were  the  true  Democrats.1 

In  Missouri,  Benton  and  the  states  rights  wing  of  the 
Democracy  led  by  Senator  D.  R.  Atchison  had  waged  a  war 
which  broke  the  party  in  two  and  elected  a  Whig  Senator.2 
Also  the  Whigs  had  captured  a  Senator  in  Louisiana  and  a 
Senator  and  the  governor  of  Tennessee.  The  Democratic 
organ  in  Washington,  the  Union,  charged  that  these  losses 
were  due  to  coalitions  of  union  men  against  secessionists. 
The  net  results  of  the  union  parties  was  to  bring  defeat  upon 
the  Democrats  in  Mississippi,  Georgia,  Louisiana  and  Ten¬ 
nessee,  with  the  loss  of  five  United  States'  Senators.3  With 
state  organizations  crumbling  north  and  south  there  is  no 
wonder  that  many  thoughtful  Democrats  were  anxious  for 
the  future  safety  of  the  party.  But  it  was  not  only  state 
disintegration  that  threatened. 

The  national  organization  seemed  in  danger.  Many  New 
York  merchants  and  bankers  were  fearful  for  the  Union; 
if  southern  states  seceded  there  would  be  the  disruption  of 
a  profitable  trade  and  they  would  lose  much.  Also  trouble 
might  disrupt  international  business  relations ;  as  a  contem- 

1  Dodd,  Jefferson  Davis,  pp.  124-8;  Washington  Union,  Jan.  20,  1852; 
Congressional  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  1st  Sess.,  pp.  735-6. 

2Jas.  B.  Bowlin  to  Donelson,  May  5,  1851,  Donelson  MiSS. 

3  Washington  Union,  March  5,  1852. 
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porary  capitalist  wrote,  “  Unless  something  be  clone  before 
long  the  Englishmen  will  begin  to  send  home  our  stocks 
again.”  1  So  in  order  to  promote  good  feeling  between  the 
sections  on  the  basis  of  the  finality  of  the  Compromise,  a 
mass  meeting  was  held  at  Castle  Garden  in  New  York  City, 
October  30,  1850.  Here  was  appointed  a  “  Union  Safety 
Committee  ”  of  fifty  New  York  business  men.2 

This  movement  spread  and  similar  meetings  were  held  in 
Philadelphia  3  and  Boston.4  Politicians,  too,  took  up  the 
strain  and  when  Congress  met  in  December,  1850,  Clay 
fathered  an  attempt  to  unite  all  Compromise  men  of  either 
faith  into  a  union  party  based  on  the  Compromise 
measures.  Between  the  conservative  wings  of  both  parties 
negotiations  were  on  foot  in  which  Clay,  Webster,  Cass1  and 
Dickinson  were  prominent.  The  high  point  was  reached  in 
January,  1851,  when  there  was  published  an  agreement 
pledging  its  signers  to  support  for  President  and  Vice- 
President  only  such  men  as  upheld  the  Compromise  meas¬ 
ures  as  a  finality.  Of  the  forty-four  members  of  Congress 
who  signed  this  but  five  were  Democrats,  Senators  Rusk  of 
Texas,  Clemens  of  Alabama,  Gwin  of  California  and  Foote 
of  Mississippi  and  Howell  Cobb,  Speaker  of  the  House.5 
As  the  small  proportion  indicates,  this  movement  appealed 
but  little  to  the  Democrats  who  suspected  it  to  be  a  means 
for  making  Clay  or  Webster  President.  Neither  free  soil 
nor  states  rights  men  in  either  party  nor  the  Fillmore  admin¬ 
istration  would  countenance  any  plans  for  a  union  party 

1  P.  M.  Wetmore  to  W.  L.  Marcy,  March  19,  1850,  Marcy  MSS. 

2  Proceedings  of  a  Union  Meeting  held  at  Castle  Garden,  October 
30 ,  1850. 

3  C.  J.  Ingersoll  to  Buchanan,  November  12,  1850,  Buchanan  MSS. 

4  W.  L.  Marcy  to  Buchanan,  December  19,  1850,  ibid. 

5  Congressional  Globe,  31st  Cong.,  2nd  Sess.,  Jan.  22,  1851 ;  Du  Bose, 
Yancey,  p.  253. 
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and  the  national  convention  which  some  hoped  might  be  held 
at  Philadelphia  on  February  22,  1851  never  materialized.1 

The  movement  for  a  union  party  with  the  Compro¬ 
mise  as  its  platform  was  not  dead  but  sleeping  and  the  ap¬ 
proach  of  the  fall  elections  in  1851  awakened  it.  Again  it 
started  in  New  York  City;  the  Union  Safety  Committee,, 
known  also  as  the  “  Union  Cotton  Committee  ”  and  as  an 
advertisement  of  Wall  Street  for  the  southern  trade,  revived, 
and  on  October  20  issued  an  address  which  called  upon  the 
people  to  vote  only  for  union  men.  In  the  furtherance  of 
this  endeavor  they  picked  out  a  state  ticket  from  those 
nominated  by  the  two  parties  and  endorsed  three  Democrats 
and  four  Whigs.  Though  this  endorsement  had  no  dis¬ 
cernible  effect  they  persisted  and  got  up  a  scheme  for  a  presi¬ 
dential  ticket  to  be  composed  of  a  Democrat  and  Whig, 
both  union  men.  They  presented  the  project  to  Senator 
Foote  and  he  agreed  to  cooperate.  The  men  selected  for 
such  honor  were  Cass  and  Clay,  and  this  committee  sent 
formal  letters  to  each,  through  Foote,  asking  public  approval 
of  the  plan.  Clay,  Foote  declared  later,  agreed  to  accept  if 
Cass  would,  but  Cass  upon  consultation  with  Dickinson 
and  Douglas  declined.2  Thus  the  scheme  came  to  nought 
although  talk  of  a  third  party  persisted  until  the  National 
Convention. 

Abortive  as  these  attempts  were,  the  leaders  at  Washing¬ 
ton  were  filled  with  fear.  Coalition  was  their  nightmare. 
The  campaign  of  1852  was  at  hand  and  where  was  the 
Democratic  organization  ?  In  the  north  and  in  the  south  the 
party  seemed  disintegrating  and  even  national  movements 

1  F.  P.  Blair,  Sr.  to  Martin  Van  Buren,  Dec.  30,  1850  and  Feb,  6,. 
1851,  Bur  well  to  John  Van  Buren,  Jan.  4,  1851,  Van  Buren  MSS.; 
Toombs  Corr.,  p.  220. 

2N.  Y.  Herald,  Oct.  20,  25,  29,  1851;  Linn,  Greeley,  pp,  161-2;  Foote,. 
Casket,  p.  83;  Sargent,  Public  Men  and  Events,  vol.  ii,  pp.  386-7. 
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were  on  foot  to  form  new  alignments.  Loyal  Democrats 
staunchly  true  to  the  Republican  doctrines  of  ’98,  sound 
money,  revenue  tariff  and  all,  were  forgetting  their  antip¬ 
athy  for  a  bank,  national  improvements  and  protection,  and 
were  joining  hands  with  their  Whig  enemies.  Why?  Be¬ 
cause  the  vexatious  question  of  slavery  was  poisoning  the 
minds  of  the  masses.  Unless  an  antidote  was  found  the 
Democrats  would  not  as  victors  possess;  the  spoils  of 
1852,  the  official  patronage  which  amounted  annually  to 
tj^Q.OOOjOOO.1 


1  Register  of  Officers,  1853. 


CHAPTER  II 


Attempts  to  Evolve  Cosmos  from  Chaos 

How  was  order  to  be  brought  out  of  this  chaos?  There 
was  the  party  machinery.  The  head  of  this  organization 
was  the  National  Democratic  Executive  Committee.  This 
body  consisted  of  one  member  from  each  state  appointed 
for  four  years  by  the  National  Convention  on  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  the  state  delegates.  This  committee  was  in  general 
charge  of  the  party’s  national  welfare  while  state  affairs 
were  watched  over  by  the  state  committees  and  their  sub¬ 
ordinate  county,  town  and  ward  managers.  This  far-reach- 
ing  organization  worked  well  in  the  individual  states,  but 
not  in  the  nation  at  large.  The  national  committee,  because 
of  its  scattered  membership  and  the  states  rights  doctrines 
of  the  party,  did  little  or  nothing.  Indeed,  it  held  but  one 
meeting  after  the  campaign  of  1848  and  then,  December  29, 
i85i — January  1,  1852,  contented  itself  with  designating 
June  1,  1852,  and  Baltimore  as  the  date  and  place  of  the 
National  Convention.1  Plainly  this  machinery  was'  not  suffi¬ 
cient  to  order  the  party.  Leadership  in  bringing  the  De¬ 
mocracy  into  line  must  come  from  some  other  source — this 
source  was  at  hand. 

In  the  Senate  of  the  Thirty-first  and  Thirty-second  Con¬ 
gresses  the  thirty-five  Democrats  composed  a  slim  majoritv 
of  the  sixty-two  Senators.  This  majority  was  divided  into 
two  groups,  the  hunkers  and  the  states  rights  sympathizers. 
The  prominent  Senators  among  the  hunkers  were  Cass  of 
Michigan,  Douglas  of  Illinois,  Bright  of  Indiana,  Bradbury 

1  Washington  Union ,  January  3,  1852. 
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of  Maine,  King  of  Alabama  and  Rusk  of  Texas.  Their 
states  rights  colleagues  were  fewer  in  number  and  had  as 
a  central  clique,  Mason  and  Hunter  of  Virginia,  Butler  of 
South  Carolina  and  Atchison  of  Missouri ;  these  four 
formed  a  “  mess  ”  and  boarded  and  lodged  together  while 
in  Washington.  Fully  cognizant  of  the  condition  of  the 
party  the  hunker  leaders  mentioned  above  set  out  to  unite 
the  party  on  their  principle  of  “  The  Compromise — a  final 
settlement  ”.  Union  on  such  a  fundamental  they  felt  would 
drive  the  distracting  question  from  politics,  remove  an  easy 
issue  from  the  reach  of  any  who  might  wish  to  revolt,  make 
unnecessary  a  third  or  Compromise  party  and  bring  victory 
— and  spoils  in  1852. 

The  focal  point  for  all  effort,  of  course,  was  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  a  candidate  who  could  unite  the  party  and  carry  the 
election.  This  nomination  would  be  made  at  a  convention 
meeting  in  June,  1852,  composed  of  delegations  from  each 
of  the  thirty-one  states,  each  state  casting  as  many  votes  as 
it  had  presidential  electors.  These  delegations  were  chosen 
by  the  party  in  each  state  in  such  manner  as  each  might 
decide.  Their  choice  would  begin  in  June,  185 1,1  when 
the  New  Hampshire  state  convention  was  to  choose  a  dele¬ 
gate  at  large  for  that  state,  and  would  extend  to  May,  1852, 
just  before  the  National  Convention.  The  work  then  be¬ 
fore  the  controlling  senatorial  coterie  was  to  convince  the 

1  Delegates  were  divided  into  two  classes ;  two  votes  from  each  state 
were  cast  by  delegates-at-large  while  the  remainder  were  controlled  by 
delegates  representing  the  various  'Congressional  districts.  Most  states 
chose  the  district  delegates  at  district  conventions  although  some  elected 
them  at  state  conventions.  The  delegates-at-large  were  chosen  by  a 
state  convention,  by  the  district  delegates  or  by  legislative  party  caucus. 
The  same  state  sometimes  used  different  methods  in  different  presidential 
years.  The  number  of  delegates  sent  to  the  convention  was  not  always 
governed  by  the  number  of  votes  to  which  the  state  was  entitled, 
Virginia  in  1852  sent  nearly  100  men  to  cast  fifteen  votes. 
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other  party  leaders  that  only  a  Compromise  man  would  have 
any  chance  of  carrying  the  election  and  that  the  nomination 
of  a  states  rights  or  free  soil  Democrat  would  mean  defec¬ 
tion  in  the  opposing  section  and  sure  defeat.  They  felt 
that  if  this  were  thoroughly  understood  state  and  district 
conventions  would  select  delegates  determined  to  choose 
only  a  “  National  ”  man.  In  order  to  get  this  fundamental 
fact  before  the  Democratic  party  it  was  necessary  to  gain 
control  of  agencies  to  distribute  this  propaganda.  The  first 
move  was  to  obtain  control  of  the  former  Polk  organ  at 
the  capital,  the  Washington  Union,  which  since  1845  had 
been  the  national  spokesman  of  the  party.  To  do  this  re¬ 
quired  some  political  management,  for  there  was  an  obstacle 
in  the  way.  The  paper  was  owned,  controlled  and  edited 
by  old  “Father”  Ritchie;  he  must  be  separated  from  his 
paper  if  it  was  to  be  of  any  value  to  those  anxious  to  use  it. 
There  were  several  reasons  for  this :  he  was  seventy-three 
years  of  age  and  in  failing  health;  he  was  untractable 
and  had  decided  opinions;  he  had  been  working  hand  in 
hand  with  Clay  to  put  through  the  Compromise  and  his 
relations  with  the  Whigs  were  too  close  to  suit  the  states 
rights  men.  On  the  other  hand,  he  was  charged  by  Douglas 
and  other  northern  Democrats  with  being  too  much  in 
sympathy  with  the  states  rights  wing.  Besides  these  ob¬ 
jections  to  his  personality  and  views  there  were  more  seri¬ 
ous  drawbacks.  Blair  and  Rives,  whom  he  had  supplanted 
as  owner  of  the  organ  hated  him  and  had  charged  that  he 
had  bought  the  Union  with  money  supplied  by  the  United 
States  Treasury  through  R.  J.  Walker  and  Simon  Cameron. 
Also  m  order  to  get  the  government  printing  he  had  bid 
through  an  agent  and  had  obtained  it  at  a  figure  so  low 
that  he  lost  money.  As  was  the  custom,  he  applied  to  Con¬ 
gress  for  relief  to  the  amount  of  $100,000.  The  debates 
on  his  behalf  gave  his  enemies  the  chance  they  desired  All 
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sorts  of  charges  of  corruption  were  given  wide  publicity 
and  his  relief  was  several  times  defeated.  Altogether  Mr. 
Ritchie  needed  to  defend  himself  too  much  and  explain  too 
many  things  to  be  an  ideal  popular  editor  who  could  soothe 
wounded  feelings,  conquer  personal  prejudices  and  unite 
factions.  Consequently  the  senatorial  group  was  looking 
around  for  a  new  man.  There  was  some  talk  of  Edmund 
Burke,  a  former  assistant  of  Ritchie,  and  also  of  John  W. 
Forney,  editor  of  the  Pennsylvanian  and  a  warm  supporter 
of  Buchanan.  Just  at  this  juncture,  in  February,  1851, 
there  arrived  in  Washington  the  very  man  needed.  Andrew 
Jackson  Donelson,  late  minister  to  Prussia  and  the  Federal 
Government  of  Germany,  was  at  the  State  Department 
settling  his  accounts.  His  qualifications  were  of  the  first 
order.  He  was  the  adopted  son  of  Andrew  Jackson,  the 
patron  saint  of  the  party  whom  the  rank  and  file  yet  wor¬ 
shipped.  He  was  of  sufficient  southern  soundness  to  have 
been  approached  by  Polk  for  editor  in  1845,  but  on  the 
other  hand,  he  had  shown  that  he  was  no  radical  fire-eater  by 
his  denunciation  of  the  Nashville  Convention.  Who  could 
be  better  qualified?  He,  then,  was  approached  by  the  sena¬ 
torial  group.  But  he  had  his  objections.  Only  a  year  since 
he  had  returned  from  a  foreign  mission  in  debt ;  he  needed 
to  devote  his  time  to  his  plantations  in  order  to  free  himself 
from  his  obligations.  The  Union,  besides,  was  an  unprofit¬ 
able  venture  without  the  government  printing,  and  under 
the  contract  system  instituted  in  1846  this  printing  had  been 
awarded  to  a  lower  bidder.  However,  the  friends  of  this 
move  showed  Donelson  that  the  returns  of  the  census  of 
1850  had  not  yet  been  printed  and  they  made  him  believe 
that  if  he  would  take  over  the  Union,  they  would  influence 
Congress  to  pass  a  census  contract  for  him.  Thus  he  would 
make  one  or  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  With  a  suit¬ 
able  profit  provided  for  there  was  still  the  question  of  cash 
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capital  with  which  to  purchase  the  plant  and  good  will. 
John  C.  Rives  was  approached  but  refused,  and  finally 
another  Tennessean,  Robert  J.  Armstrong,  a  favorite  of 
Andrew  Jackson,  was  brought  to  Washington  to  supply  the 
capital  ($10,000)  and  manage  the  business.  The  next  step 
was  to  get  Ritchie  to  sell.  That  was  not  difficult. 

His  friends  in  the  Senate,  principally  Foote,  advised  him 
that  his  relief  would  not  be  accomplished  when  he  hoped  it 
would,  namely  during  the  extra  session  of  the  Senate  then 
meeting,  March  4-13,  1851.  He  was  in  great  need  of 
money;  consequently,  when  he  was  convinced  that  his  claim 
for  relief  would  have  no  chance  before  Congress  unless  he 
withdrew  from  the  paper,  he  placed  his  affairs  in  the  hands 
of  his  friend  the  banker  Corcoran  to  get  the  best  bargain 
possible.  On  March  11,  1851,  the  Union  was  sold  to  Arm¬ 
strong  and  Donelson  for  $20,000.  On  April  15  following, 
Donelson  entered  into  the  editorial  management  with  the 
understanding  that  “  the  Compromise  was  to  be  treated  as  a 
law  which  was  not  to  be  disturbed  ”,  and  with  the  intention 
of  being  absolutely  neutral  as  to  preference  for  any  candi¬ 
date  before  the  Baltimore  Convention.1  To  this  task  he  set 
himself,  calling  for  a  union  of  all  sections  of  the  Democracy 
upon  the  Compromise.  He  published  from  time  to  time 
items  showing  how  compact  the  party  was;  he  deprecated 
all  third  party  moves.  The  old  Jacksonian  Democracy  was 
to  be  revived.  “  Everything  for  principles,  nothing  for 


1  The  account  of  the  change  of  ownership  of  the  Union  is  drawn  from 
the  following: 

'Donelson  to  his  wife,  Feb.  24  and  March  7,  1851,  Donelson  to  his 
son,  May  12  and  June  22,  1852,  Donelson  MS:S.;  Ritchie  to  Corcoran 
March  8  and  March  n,  1851,  Donelson  to  Corcoran,  March  n  i8=;i’ 
Corcoran  MSS.;  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  22  Jan.,  10  and  15.  March  J, 
April  1851,  Van  Buren  MSS.;  Buchanan  to  Cave  Johnson,  March  2 2 
and  April  27,  1851,  Donelson  to  Buchanan,  October  18,  1851  Alfred 
Balch  to  Buchanan,  Nov.  18,  1851,  Buchanan  MSS.;  Toombs  Corr 
pp.  262,  264,  293,  294,  303,  317. 
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men.”  1  Donelson,  in  spite  of  his  good  intentions  and  his 
backing,  was  not  a  success.  The  group  headed  by  Mason, 
Hunter,  Butler  and  Atchison,  and  the  states  rights  men 
generally,  did  not  like  him  because  of  his  denunciation  of 
the  Nashville  Convention,  his  ardent  support  of  the  Com¬ 
promise  and  his  choice  by  the  hunkers.  Also  the  fact  that 
Arnold  Harris,  Armstrong’s  son-in-law,  was  connected  with 
the  steamboat  companies  and  was  continually  lobbying  for 
claims  before  Congress,  led  some  to  believe  that  the  organ 
was  to  be  used  to  push  corrupt  enterprises.  Further,  Don- 
elson’s  predilections  for  Cass  could  be  seen  continually  in 
his  paper  in  spite  of  his  efforts  to  be  neutral.  Consequently 
it  was  going  to  prove  difficult  for  the  hunkers  to  carry  out 
the  understanding  in  regard  to  the  printing  subsidy. 

When  Congress  met  in  December,  1851,  Bright  imme¬ 
diately  set  to  work  to  settle  the  matter  by  introducing  a  reso¬ 
lution  giving  the  printing  of  the  census  to  Donelson  and 
Armstrong.  Immediately  there  were  objections.  There 
was  already  a  government  printer  who  was  under  contract 
to  do  all  the  work,  A.  Boyd  Hamilton,  a  Pennsylvanian. 
He  must  be  removed.  This,  as  will  be  readily  seen,  gave  the 
states  rights  Democrats  and  the  Whigs  an  excellent  chance 
for  political  capital,  and  they  denounced  the  scheme.  In 
vain  the  regulars  declared  that  the  Whigs  had  done  the  same 
thing  in  Harrison’s  administration,  in  vain  they  proved 
Hamilton’s  work  to  be  inferior  and  below  contract  stipula- 

1  Donelson  and  Armstrong  felt  the  need  of  a  wider  circulation  for 
their  gospel  and  attempted  to  set  up  a  paper  in  New  York.  Negotia¬ 
tions  were  made  through  Arnold  Harris,  Armstrong’s  son-in-law,  with 
John  P.  Heiss,  a  former  business  manager  of  the  Union.  The  aid  of 
Marcy  and  some  New  York  merchants  was  enlisted.  However,  Heiss 
purchased  the  New  Orleans  Delta .  and  the  project  did  not  materialize. 
A.  Campbell  to  Marcy,  April  126,  185,1,  J.  A.  Thomas  to  Marcy,  May  6, 
June  26,  1851,  Marcy  MSS.  Marcy  to  Donelson,  May  7,  1851,  Donel¬ 
son  MSS. 
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tions.  The  breach  -between  states  rights  and  Compromise 
men  was  only  emphasized.  Donelson  had  too  many  south¬ 
ern  enemies.  Consequently  on  January  27  the  pioject  was 
buried  in  the  House  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  by  vote  of 
134  to  51,  and  on  February  6,  in  spite  of  Cass’  efforts,  the 
Senate  defeated  it  on  a  test  vote,  16  to  28  by  a  combination 
of  states  rights  men,  freesoilers  and  Whigs.  Thus  the 
scheme  of  government  subsidization  of  the  Union  failed  11 
because  of  southern  opposition  and  Donelson’s  unpopularity. 
Under  the  circumstances  the  leaders  felt  it  inopportune  to 
attempt  to  put  through  the  claim  that  had  been  promised 
Ritchie.  Donelson  was  deeply  in  debt.  Without  the  print¬ 
ing  the  Union  did  not  pay,  so  there  was  but  one  thing  for 
Donelson  to  do.  On  May  12,  1852,  he  published  a  card 
stating  he  would  withdraw  “  perceiving  that  there  are  ob¬ 
stacles  to  the  harmony  of  the  democratic  party  growing  in 
some  degree  out  of  alleged  differences  of  opinion  respecting 
the  political  views  which  have  been  maintained  by  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Union  ”.  Thus  he  retired  from  the  active  editorial 
management  although  retaining  silent  connection  with  it. 
This  disturbing  element,  which  had  ruined  many  of  the  fond 
hopes  of  the  Compromise  men,  was  eliminated  but  two 
weeks  before  the  Convention  met.2 

Others  in  Congress  besides  this  senatorial  group  felt  that 
the  Compromise  should  be  a  finality  and  sought  to  have  it 
foimally  adopted  as  such  by  both  the  Democratic  party  and 
Congress  itself.  All  Democrats  who  had  risked  member¬ 
ship  in  southern  union  parties  felt  that  their  political  futures 
depended  upon  the  adoption  by  the  national  party  of  their 


1  Donelson  received  a  small  sop  doled  out  by  the  Committee  on 
Printing  in  April,  vis.  that  part  of  the  House  printing  which  Hamilton 
could  not  do.  Cong.  Globe,  32  Cong.,  1  Sess.,  p,  1342,  1794. 

2  Cong.  Globe,  32  -Cong.,  1  Sess.,  p.  407,  471  et  seq. ;  A.  W.  Venable 

to  Buchanan,  May  ig,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS.;  see  also  references  under 
note,  p.  34. 
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Compromise  as  the  official  slavery  plank.  This  would  show 
their  stand  to  have  been  the  regular  one,  and  make  them  the 
orthodox  Democracy.  They  made  their  first  move  when 
the  Democratic  members  of  the  House  met  in  caucus  on 
November  29th,  1851,  to  choose  officers  for  the  new  body. 
Here  they  attempted  to  have  the  party  endorse  the  Compro¬ 
mise.  George  W.  Jones  of  Tennessee  drew  up,  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  Cobb,  the  following  resolution,  which  was 
introduced  by  William  H.  Polk  of  Tennessee : 

Resolved ,  that  the  series  of  acts  ....  known  as  the  Compro¬ 
mise  are  regarded  as  a  final  adjustment  and  a  permanent  set¬ 
tlement  of  the  questions  therein  embraced  and  should  be  main¬ 
tained  and  executed  as  such. 

The  caucus  was  poorly  attended;  only  eighty-nine  of  the 
one  hundred  and  forty-three  Democrats  were  present. 
Most  of  the  southern  rights  Democrats,  knowing  that  this 
resolution  was  coming  up,  stayed  away.  They  wanted  it 
defeated  without  voting  against  it.  R.  W.  Johnson  of  Ar¬ 
kansas  moved  as  a  substitute  for  the  Polk  resolution  a  longer 
one  embodying  the  substance  of  it  but  making  a  pledge 
against  further  encroachments  upon  slavery.  Whereupon 
F.  P.  Stanton,  another  Tennessee  member,  moved  to  refer 
the  matter  to  the  National  Convention.  No  sooner  had  he 
done  this  than  Cartter  of  Ohio,  a  free  soil  member,  moved 
to  lay  the  whole  question  on  the  table.  This  motion  carried, 
59-30;  those  supporting  the  affirmative  were  mainly  free  soil 
and  states  rights  Democrats.  The  reasons  for  this:  vote  lay 
in  the  small  attendance,  the  near  approach  of  the  National 
Convention,  southern  opposition  and  the  fear  of  losing  some 
free-soil  support.  Disappointed,  a  number  of  Compromise 
supporters  left  the  caucus.1 

1  Cong.  Globe,  32-1,  p.  8,  and  Appendix,  p.  420;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Dec. 
2,  1851;  Toombs  Corr.,  pp.  218,  267-270. 
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After  this  defeat,  Senator  Henry  S.  Foote  felt  called  upon 
to  try  another  means  of  endorsement,  namely,  to  have  the 
Senate  place  the  stamp  of  its  approval  on  the  Compromise 
as  a  finality.  He  was  fresh  from  victory  in  Mississippi, 
extremely  narrow  though  it  was,  and  was  filled  with  pride. 
Moreover,  he  was  busy  trying  to  manoeuvre  himself  into  a 
strategic  position  so  that  he  would  receive  a  vice-presidential 
nomination  from  some  party,  whether  union  or  Democratic, 
he  did  not  seem  to  care.  Immediately  on  the  convening  of 
the  Senate,  December  2,  he  gave  notice  that  he  would  intro¬ 
duce  a  resolution  declaring  the  Compromise  to  be  “  a  defi¬ 
nite  settlement  of  the  distracting  question  growing  out  of 
the  system  of  Domestic  slavery  :  ...  to  be  acquiesced  in 
and  respected  by  all  good  citizens.”  1  This  resolution,  in¬ 
troduced  on  December  8,  caused  desultory  debate  until  Feb¬ 
ruary  28,  1852.  During  this  period  most  of  the  prominent 
Senators  took  occasion  to  speak,  and  each  side  made  re¬ 
peated  attempts  to  foist  upon  the  other  the  odium  of  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  Compromise.  The  friends  of  the  resolution 
justified  themselves  for  reopening  the  question.  As  Cass 
put  it,  Reports  have  gone  forth  that  [the  Compromise 
measures]  would  be  assailed  in  Congress  and  some  of  them 
1  epealed,  or  so  modified  as  to  destroy  their  efficiency  or  ac¬ 
ceptability.  Agitation  is  thus  kept  alive  by  the  expectation 
of  change,  and  prepared  to  renew  its  fearful  work,  and  in 
this  state  of  things  I  find  myself  face  to  face  with  a  resolu¬ 
tion  which  asserts  as  I  believe  the  true  character  and  just 
inviolability  of  these  measures,  and  seeks  thereby  to  remove 
from  the  public  mind  all  apprehension  that  the  perilous  con¬ 
test  ....  will  again  be  renewed.”  2  However,  no  vote 
was  taken.  The  scene  of  action  was  shifted  to  the  House. 

The  efforts  of  the  southern  unionists  were  unremittent. 

1  Cong.  Globe,  32-1,  p.  12. 

2  Cong.  Globe,  32-1,  p.  146. 
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Cobb  came  up  from  Georgia  about  the  first  of  March  and 
the  Compromise  men  who  had  been  waiting  for  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  since  their  defeat  in  the  Congressional  caucus,  now 
laid  a  plan  to  gain  the  endorsement  of  the  House.  On 
March  1,  1852,  Fitch  of  Indiana,  hunker  Democrat,  moved 
for  a  suspension  of  the  rules,  so  that  he  might  introduce  the 
following  resolution  without  unanimous  consent: 

Resolved:  That  we  recognize  the  binding  efficacy  of  the  com¬ 
promises  of  the  Constitution,  and  believe  it  to  be  the  intention 
of  the  people  generally,  as  we  hereby  declare  it  to  be  ours 
individually,  to  abide  such  compromises,  and  to  sustain  the 
laws  necessary  to  carry  them  out — the  provision  for  the  de¬ 
livery  of  fugitive  slaves  included:  and  that  we  deprecate  all 
further  agitation  of  questions  growing  out  of  that  provision, 
of  the  questions  embraced  in  the  acts  of  the  last  Congress 
known  as  the  Compromise,  and  of  questions  generally  con¬ 
nected  with  the  institution  of  slavery,  as  unnecessary,  useless, 
and  dangerous. 

This  resolution  failed  to  get  the  necessary  two-thirds  vote ; 
eighty-two  Democrats  voted  for  it  and  thirty-six  against  it, 
the  latter  including  the  prominent  states  rights  and  free  soil 
men. 

On  March  22nd  Fitch’s  resolution  was  again  introduced, 
this  time  by  Jackson  of  Georgia,  a  union  Democrat,  with 
the  words  “  and  the  act  of  the  last  Congress  for  that  pur¬ 
pose  ”  inserted  after  “  fugitive  slaves  ”,  a  change  made  on 
consultation  at  the  suggestion  of  the  Georgians.  This  did 
not  come  up  to  vote  until  April  5.  On  this  date  there  were 
a  multitude  of  roll-calls  and  much  wrangling.  During  the 
turmoil,  Hillyer  of  Georgia,  a  union  Democrat,  amended 
the  resolution  by  adding  Polk’s  caucus  resolution  as  a  second 
part.  Finally  the  Fitch-Jackson  resolution  was  passed  101- 
64  and  the  Hillyer  resolution  100-65.  This  vote  showed 
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that  while  a  strong  majority  of  the  southern  men  favored  the 
Compromise  only  a  bare  majority  favored  its  finality,  and 
that  considerably  less  than  a  majority  in  the  north  favored 
either.  Nearly  thirty  per  cent  of  the  Representatives  of  this 
section  were  for  some  reason  or  other  absent.  Unlike  the 
Senate,  the  House  could  make  a  ready  disposition  of  the 
finality  of  the  Compromise.1  The  significant  fact  of  this 
episode  was  the  formation  of  a  non-partisan  coalition.  Had 
not  the  Compromise  Whigs  voted  with  the  Compromise 
Democrats,  the  disorganization  of  the  Democratic  party  on 
the  Compromise  was  so  great  that  unaided  it  could  not 
have  carried  the  endorsement.  A  non-partisan  coalition  had 
passed  it,  a  coalition  of  free  soilers  and  states  rights  men 
had  opposed  it.2 

The  extended  and  fruitless  debate  in  the  Senate  and  the 
votes  in  the  House  showed  that  the  supposedly  harmonious 
Democrats  were  so  divided  that  some  friends  of  the  Com¬ 
promise  feared  an  inability  to  get  the  Convention  to  adopt 
it  and  others  even  apprehended  a  disruption  of  the  party. 
Talk  of  a  union  party  of  Compromise  Whigs  and  Democrats 
again  became  open.  Neither  in  choice  of  an  organ  nor  in 
attempts  at  endorsement  had  the  Congressional  leaders  uni¬ 
fied  the  party  on  the  Compromise.  Could  the  Convention 
do  it  ?  Was  there  a  candidate  who  could  harmonize  the 
factions?  There  were  plenty  who  were  willing  to  try. 


1  Cong.  Globe,  32-1,  pp.  659,  825,  976-985  and  Appendix,  p.  317;  Wash- 
mgfon  Union,  Apr.  6,  1852 ;  ibid.,  Apr.  30,  declared  that  of  the  82  north¬ 
ern  Democrats  49  were  for  the  Compromise,  and  of  the  60  southern 
Democrats  47  were  in  favor  of  that  measure— thus  67%  of  the  total 

Ten^  rt  Mem0C?rS  “d  a  maj°rity  in  each  section  were  favorable. 
Jenkins  to  Marcy,  Mar.  31,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

wh7f/aS  not  the  ^gn  of  the  strength  of  this  coalition.  Boyd 
who  had  been  elected  Speaker  as  a  Compromise  man  had  appointed 

minee  7mine  n  em  rigHtS  and  free  soil  men  to  important  com¬ 
mittee  chairmanships.  Toombs  Corr.,  pp.  271-274. 
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CHAPTER  III 


The  Last  of  the  Heroes 

The  disturbed  condition  of  the  party  seemed  to  place  no 
damper  upon  its  presidential  aspirants.  In  more  auspicious 
times,  when  a  Democrat  dwelt  in  the  White  House,  control¬ 
ling  the  patronage,  candidates  found  it  rather  difficult  to  get 
much  support  from  the  office-holding  local  leaders.  The 
tenure  of  the  latter  depended  upon  the  executive  pleasure 
and,  if  the  President  had  second-term  plans  of  his  own,  or 
wished  to  name  his  successor,  they  were  chary  of  supporting 
anyone  displeasing  to  him.  Thus  candidates  other  than  those 
with  executive  approval  were  often  discouraged,  because  it 
was  difficult  to  proceed  very  far  without  machine  support. 
But  as  1852  drew  near  a  Whig  administration  was  in  power 
and  there  was  no  network  of  Democratic  office-holders 
throughout  the  states  working  under  orders  from  the  de¬ 
partments  at  Washington.  Thus  it  was  to  be  a  free-for-all 
with  no  fears  of  offending  the  executive.  The  result  was 
a  multiplicity  of  candidates. 

Lewis  Cass  was  the  best  known  of  all  those  mentioned  for 
the  nomination.  He  had  been  the  Democratic  candidate  in 
1848  and  before  that  had  seen  many  years  of  public  service. 
As  soldier,  governor  of  Michigan,  Secretary  of  War  under 
Jackson,  Minister  to  France,  and  Senator,  he  had  long  been 
in  the  public  eye.  His  main  characteristics  were  his  hatred 
for  all  things  English,  acquired  while  dealing  with  the 
British  on  the  Michigan  and  northwestern  frontier;  his 
propensity  for  straddling  an  issue  as  long  as  possible,  as 
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evidenced  by  his  Nicholson  letter; 1  and  his  intense  lo\e  of 
the  Union,  as  demonstrated  by  his  recent  hearty  support  of 
the  Compromise  of  1850.  For  these  reasons  he  was,  to 
the  rank  and  file,  the  foremost  Democrat,  the  last  of  the 
heroes.  Also  his  defeat  in  1848  was  felt  by  many  to  have 
been  caused  by  treachery  in  the  ranks,  and  had  given  some 
the  impression  that  he  was  entitled  to  another  chance. 
These  elements  of  popular  favor  did  not  carry  with  them 
commensurate  advantages.  For,  since  public  opinion  in  the 
Democratic  party  was  apathetic,  the  choice  of  the  nominee 
actually  rested  with  the  leaders.  Even  with  them  Cass’s 
position  was  not  unfavorable. 

Cass  had  been  the  nominee  in  1848.  During  that  cam¬ 
paign  it  had  been  understood  that  many  rewards  in  the  shape 
of  federal  office  would  be  distributed  among  local  leaders. 
The  Democrats  who  had  pinned  their  hopes  to  those 
promises  had  been  disappointed  by  the  Whig  victory.  Now, 
however,  if  Cass  were  renominated,  the  claims  of  1848 
would  still  hold  good.  Therefore,  looking  toward  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  deferred  hopes,  various  of  the  captains  were  pre¬ 
paring  to  support  him  again.  A  second  class  was  for  him 
just  so  long  as  he  seemed  to  be  the  leading  candidate. 
Finally,  there  were  groups  who  used  his  name  as  a  rallying 
center  for  the  defeat  of  opposing  factions.  Here  was  a 
nucleus  around  which  Cass  might  have  recruited  a  campaign 
organization.  But  Cass  was  not  a  good  drill  sergeant — in¬ 
difference  and  sluggishness  made  him  his  own  worst  enemy. 

He  was  nearly  seventy,  obese  and  inactive.  His  rather 
grotesque  figure,  topped  by  an  ill-fitting  wig,  and  his  poor 
delivery  as  a  speaker,  made  him  a  bad  campaigner.2  He 


1  For  the  Nicholson  letter  v.  p.  48. 

-Grmnell,  J  B,  Men  and  Events  of  Forty  Years,  p,  64;  McLanahan 

to  Buchanan,  Jan.  8,  1850,  Buchanan  MSS.;  McLaughlin,  A.  €.,  Lewis 
Lass,  passim. 
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seemed  unable  to  work  to  his  own  political  advantage.  Be¬ 
sides,  the  bitterness  of  the  previous  contest  and  his  defeat 
had  left  him  rather  loath  to  reenter  the  lists;  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  he  had  written  in  1848  that  he  would  never  again  be¬ 
come  a  candidate :  a  declaration  cited  with  avidity  by  his 
enemies  in  1852. 1  Furthermore,  he  preferred  not  to  an¬ 
tagonize  old  associates.2  He  was  even  tolerant  of  Douglas’ 
campaign  in  his  own  section,  although,  toward  the  end  of  it, 
his  patience  seems  to  have  been  exhausted.3  In  tardy  fash¬ 
ion,  he  bestirred  himself  to  get  his  colleague,  Senator  Felch, 
to  send  out  a  few  copies  of  the  Washington  Union  contain¬ 
ing  his  views.4  But  in  general,  his  attitude  was  one  of 
waiting  on  fate.  In  October,  1851,  he  wrote,  “  The  matter 
may  go  to  its  consummation,  but  I  should  pass  four  years 
at  the  decline  of  life  far  more  happily  without  the  Presi¬ 
dency  than  with  it.”  5  However,  the  events  of  the  spring  of 
1852  must  have  aroused  some  hope,  for  in  April  he  wrote, 
“  I  do  not  mean  to  suffer  my  equanimity  to  be  disturbed 
by  setting  my  mind  too  much  on  the  result.”  6  Such  were 
the  facts  for  the  consideration  of  the  leaders. 

Politically  speaking,  the  Democratic  party  was  a  confed¬ 
eration  of  the  leaders  of  the  east,  south  and  west.  Among 
them  the  support  tendered  Cass  varied  widely.  In  the  east 
his  most  active  followers  were  to  be  found  in  New  York 
among  the  hunkers.  In  this  movement  the  most  prominent 
leader  was  ex-Senator  Daniel  S.  Dickinson.  To  him  party 
loyalty  was  a  religion.  The  barnburners  had  left  the  party 

1  John  H.  Wheeler  to  Buchanan,  May  30,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. 

2  William  R.  King  to  Buchanan,  March  6,  1852,  ibid. 

3  Ibid.,  W.  V/.  Snow  to  Marcy,  Dec.  27,  1851,  Mar.  13,  1852,  Marcy  MISS. 

4  Toombs  Corr.,  p.  291. 

s  Cass  to  A.  J.  Donelson,  Oct.  31,  1851,  Donelson  MSS. 

6  Cass  to  Lewis  'S.  Coryell,  Apr.  24,  1852,  Coryell  MSS. 
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and  had  caused  the  defeat  of  Cass  for  President.  Without 
punishment  they  had  been  received  back  into  the  fold,  but, 
according  to  Dickinson’s  belief,  they  had  been  treacherous 
and  had  caused  his  defeat  for  the  Senate.  Consequently  he 
was  determined  that  the  state  organization  should  not  be 
controlled  by  them  and  that  New  York’s  delegation  to  the 
National  Convention  must  be  made  up  of  hunkers.  He  also 
felt  that  as  New  York  had  defeated  Cass  in  1848  her  un¬ 
divided  support  must  now  go  to  him  in  1852.  Thus  would 
the  sin  of  party  treason  be  in  a  manner  atoned  for,  the  barn¬ 
burners  would  be  placed  in  a  subordinate  position,  and  the 
hunkers  would  control  the  policy  of  the  state  organization. 
The  nomination  of  Cass  thus  became  a  personal  matter  with 
him  and  events  were  to  make  it  more  so. 

Other  hunker  leaders  were  to  support  Cass  for  different 
reasons.  The  New  York  City  Democracy  was  in  a  turmoil. 
The  various  factions  were  engaged  in  a  death  struggle 
for  control.  Elijah  F.  Purdy,  Isaac  V.  Fowler,  and  other 
barnburners  were  in  alliance  with  the  political  trimmer, 
Fernando  Wood,  and  had  triumphed  over  the  hards  led 
by  Daniel  E.  Sickles,  Mike  Walsh,  and  James  T.  Brady. 
These  latter  were  determined  to  dominate  and  give  no 
quarter  to  the  barnburners.  As  one  mode  of  accomplishing 
this  they  set  out  to  control  the  New  York  City  delegation  to 
Baltimore.  For  this  purpose  they  sought  to  rally  around 
the  standard  of  Cass.1  However,  he  was  not  found  to  be 
very  popular  in  New  York  City,  and  when  the  name  of 
William  L.  Marcy,  Polk’s  Secretary  of  War,  began  to  be 
prominently  mentioned  for  the  Presidency,  they  sought  to 
make  use  of  it.  Some  of  their  number,  including  Sickles 
and  Augustus  M.  Schell,  worked  up  a  plan.  They  decided 
to  show  Marcy  that  Senator  Stephen  A.  Douglas  of  Illinois 

1  Myers,  G.,  History  of  Tammany  Hall,  pp.  142-160,  passim. 
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was  developing  a  campaign  in  New  York  which  was  in 
danger  of  electing  a  lot  of  rowdies  as  delegates  to  the 
National  Convention,  and  to  suggest  that  as  Cass  was  not 
popular  enough  to  offset  this  movement  they  would  like  to 
use  Marcy’s  prestige  to  defeat  the  Illinois  Senator’s  friends. 
They  conferred  with  Marcy  at  the  Irving  House  in  New 
York  in  November,  1S51;  he  made  no  objections  to  the 
plan.1  Then  on  November  27,  Cass  arrived  in  New  York 
on  his  way  to  Washington,2  and  thereafter  Douglas  men 
began  to  support  Cass.3  What  may  have  been  Sickles’  real 
plan  then  began  to  appear,  namely,  Marcy’s  name  was 
being  used  in  New  York  City  to  elect  Cass  delegates  and  to 
defeat  anti-Cass  barnburners.4  The  scheme  was  a  success, 
most  of  the  city  delegates  were  chosen  for  Cass,  and  on 
April  1  both  Old  and  Young  Tammany  gave  him  their 
official  endorsement.5 

While  these  manoeuvrings  were  going  on,  Dickinson 
was  not  idle.  He  expected  that  all  hunkers  would  be  solidly 
at  his  back.  But  Marcy,  mainly  backed  by  barnburners, 
was  becoming  an  active  candidate  and  Cass  men  were  in 
many  cases  supporting  him.  In  Dickinson’s  eyes  this  made 
Marcy  a  traitor.  He  was  sure  that  barnburning  treachery 
had  defeated  him  for  reelection  in  1851,  and  now,  when 
Marcy  was  receiving  his  chief  support  from  barnburners, 
he  began  to  entertain  the  suspicion  that  Marcy  had  coun¬ 
tenanced  and  perhaps  aided  the  loss  of  his  seat.9  Conse- 

1  Marcy  to  Samuel  Beardsley,  Dec.  10,  1851,  Marcy  MS'S. 

2  N.  Y.  Herald,  Nov.  28,  1851. 

3  John  Addison  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Dec.  29,  1851;  Marcy  to  James 
G.  Berrett,  Jan.  2,  1852;  Marcy  to  Archibald  Campbell,  Jan.  16,  1852, 
Marcy  MSS. 

*  Ibid. 

5  N.  V.  Herald,  Apr.  2,  1852 ;  this  surprised  the  Herald  which  had 
thought  the  Young  Democracy  of  Tammany  were  for  Douglas. 

6  Marcy  to  A.  Campbell,  March  25,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 
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quently  all  the  efforts  of  the  friends  of  Dickinson  1  were 
turned  toward  the  defeat  of  Marcy,  and  the  feud  became 
increasingly  bitter.  Birdsall  and  Beardsley  went  to  Wash¬ 
ington  to  injure  Marcy  by  claiming  that  he  was  a  barnburner 
and  that  he  could  not  carry  New  York.  Birdsall  was  ex¬ 
ceedingly  intemperate  in  speech  and  went  to  great  lengths.2 
This  violence  on  the  part  of  his  lieutenants  led  many  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  Dickinson  was  out  for  himself  and  was  using 
Cass’s  name  for  his  own  benefit.3  Others  declared  that  he 
wished  to  be  Vice-President  on  the  Cass  ticket  which,  con¬ 
sidering  that  statesman’s  three  score  years  and  ten,  might 
prove  a  place  of  opportunity.4  Sporadic  support  was  given 
him  in  the  south,  especially  in  Virginia.5  Marcy’s  friends 
took  pains  to  inform  Cass  as  to  what  they  considered  Dick¬ 
inson  s  real  motives.6  Cass,  however,  gave  no  credence  to 
these  charges;  a  few  days  after  the  appearance  of  Dickin¬ 
son’s  answer  to  the  Scott  letter,7  in  which  he  denied  that  he 


1  His  principal  aids  were  Ausburn  M.  Birdsall,  husband  of  his  niece, 
Judge  Samuel  Beardsley  and  David  Wager  of  Utica.  Less  active  was 
Edwin  Croswell,  the  “  Thurlow  Weed  ”  of  the  Democratic  party. 

2  Horatio  Seymour  to  Marcy,  Apr.  26,  May  2,  1852;  W.  W.  Snow  to 
Marcy,  April  29,  1852;  A.  Vanderpool  to  Marcy,  May  12,  1852;  Marcy 
to  Berret  May  15,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

*  Marcy  to  Berret,  Feb.  4,  1852;  Snow  to  Marcy,  April  20,  1852; 
Lames  to  Marcy,  May  16,  1852,  ibid. 

4  L.  B.  Shepard,  Dec.  5,  1851,  ibid. 

“Campbell  to  Marcy,  March  23,  1852;  W.  W.  Snow  to  Marcy 
April  10,  1852,  ibid. 

6  S.  B.  Jewett,  May  29,  1852,  ibid. 

the'  fiftlT”3  edV  *0bT*  G-  S“«.  O”  May  t7,  rife  add„ssed  to 
J  ’  "hom  h«  thought  were  presidential  possibilities  Cass 

SeptLlVr  ■*»«*  I*--  J  Rusk,  BuianV 

.?e  Li  M  1  v  ‘  B°y<i’  Ge"ge  M-  DMIas,  General 
L  ”d  Bu,ler’  asli”«  three  questions: 

YwoT°Tu  rrin  ,hvrromise 

woum  you  do  all  you  could  to  prevent 
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was  a  candidate,  Cass  wrote  him,  May  27,  1852,  “  I  know 
you  are  as  true  a  man  as  ever  walked  the  earth.”  1  How¬ 
ever,  of  the  thirty-five  New  York  delegates,  Cass  had  but 
eleven  and  the  campaign  strife  had  built  up  an  insuperable 
barrier  of  unfriendliness  to  him  on  the  part  of  the  remain¬ 
ing  twenty-four.  Cass  had  been  served  “  not  wisely,  but 
too  well.” 

In  Pennsylvania  Cass’  support  was  of  a  different  type. 
There  Simon  Cameron  and  others  felt  that  the  “  Bucha- 
neers  ”,  as  those  who  followed  Buchanan  were  called,  had 
too  complete  control  of  the  party  organization.  They  sought 
the  management  by  uniting  Buchanan’s  opponents  in  an 
attempt  to  win  delegates  for  Cass.  Their  plans  failed  and 
they  concentrated  their  efforts  on  spreading  abroad  the 
report  that  Buchanan  was  popular  with  only  a  faction  and 
could  neither  unite  the  state  nor  win  its  electoral  vote.2 

In  New  England  Cass  seemed  strong.  Here  the  hopes 
of  1848  and  the  desire  to  support  the  leading  man  were  the 
strongest  motives.  His  main  backers  in  this  section  were 
Benjamin  F.  Hallett  of  Boston,  chairman  of  the  national 
committee,  and  Charles  G.  Greene,  editor  of  the  Boston 
P  ost.3 

In  the  south  Cass  was  weakest.  He  was  unpopular  with 
the  southern  rights  group  for  several  reasons.  The  first 
of  these  was  his  active  support  of  the  Compromise  of  1850. 

change  in  the  Fugitive  Slave  Law  to  make  it  less  effective?  3.  Would 
you  veto  a  law  impairing  the  Fugitive  Slave  Law  ?  All  replied  except 
Pierce,  and  the  replies  were  published  broadcast.  N.  Y.  Herald, 
May  25,  1852. 

1  Dickinson,  D.  S.  Dickinson,  vol.  ii,  p.  469* 

2  Alfred  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  Sept.  9,  1850,  Dec.  24,  1850,  Jan.  25, 
1852,  Buchanan  MSS.  George  Plitt  to  Buchanan,  May  25,  1852, 

Buchanan-Johnston  MSS. 

3  Alfred  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  Apr.  15,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. ;  Isaac 
O.  Barnes  to  J.  C.  Breckinridge,  Jan.  19,  and  Feb.  22,  1852,  Breckin¬ 
ridge  MSS.;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Oct.  14,  1851. 
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Not  only  had  he  warmly  advocated  these  measures,  which 
this  faction  felt  detrimental  to  their  section,  but  what  was 
worse,  he  had  failed  to  vote  for  the  Fugitive  Slave  Act,  the 
only  part  of  the  settlement  which  the  south  considered  to  its 
advantage.  This  was  brought  into  the  campaign  when  the 
Cass  organ,  the  Detroit  Free  Press,  attacked  Buchanan  as 
not  favoring  the  Compromise.  Buchanan  s  editor,  Forney, 
countered  by  showing  that  Cass  had  not  voted  for  this 
measure  and  by  demanding  the  reason.1  As  Cass  thought 
that  any  explanation  he  might  give  in  answer  to  this  attack 
would  be  too  apparently  a  bid  for  support,  he  refused  to 
reply.  His  friends  knew  that  his  failure  to  vote  was  due 
to  the  attitude  of  southern  leaders.  They  had  refused  to 
allow  the  act  to  contain  a  clause  granting  to  a  fugitive  slave, 
who  protested  that  he  was  free,  a  jury  trial  in  the  county 
from  which  he  was  alleged  to  have  escaped.2  In  addition 
he  had  reiterated  his  approval  of  the  Compromise  in  its  en¬ 
tirety  in  a  speech  to  the  Senate,  December  23,  1851,  in  which 
he  denounced  Rhett  and  disunion  and  gave  emphatic  en¬ 
dorsement  to  the  Foote  resolution.3  His  opinion  he  made 
more  decisive  in  his  reply  to  the  Scott  letter,  in  which  he 
answered  all  the  questions  in  the  affirmative.4 

A  second  reason  for  his  unpopularity  in  the  south  was 
the  Nicholson  letter.  This  document,  written  in  December, 
1847,  was  not  altogether  pleasing.  The  general  interpreta¬ 
tion  was  that  Cass  conceded  to  the  voters  of  each  territory 
the  right  to  decide  whether  they  would  tolerate  the  institu¬ 
tion  of  slavery.  This  was  anathema  to  the  many  southern- 

1  Pennsylvanian,  Sept.  4,  1851,  'Charles  Eames  to  Marcy,  Sept.  14, 
1851,  Marcy  MSS. 

This  he  himself  declared1  after  the  convention  in  a  speech  before  the 
Senate,  Aug.  26,  1852,  Cong.  Globe,  32C-1S,  Appendix,  pp.  1124-1125. 

3  Ibid.,  p.  146. 

4  N.  Y.  Herald,  May  26,  1852. 
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ers  who  maintained  that  territorial  voters  had  no  control 
over  forms  of  property  recognized  by  any  of  the  states. 
Some  enemies  said  the  letter  was  intended  to  deceive  the 
south  by  hiding  a  denial  of  protection  to  slave  property  in 
the  territories.1  To  answer  this,  the  Washington  Union 
published  a  letter  from  Jefferson  Davis,  late  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  refuting  the  charge  but  disagreeing  with  Cass 
as  to  the  power  of  territories  to  regulate  slavery.  There¬ 
upon  Cass,  in  a  speech  in  the  Senate,  March  19,  1852, 
specifically  stated  in  explanation  of  the  Nicholson  letter  that 
he  believed  Congress  could  impose  no  restriction  upon  the 
power  to  regulate  the  relations  of  master  and  servant  in  the 
territories.  Territorial  legislatures  alone  had  full  power  to 
do  this.  He  furthermore  stated  that  while  he  did  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  Constitution  gave  anyone  the  right  to  take 
slaves  into  the  territories  regardless;  of  the  wishes  of  the 
territorial  legislatures,  he  was  nevertheless  willing  to  sub¬ 
mit  the  question  to  the  Supreme  Court.2  The  denial  of 
Congressional  power  to  protect  slavery  and  the  bestowal 
of  sovereignty  upon  territories  did  not  help  Cass  in  the 
south. 

A  third  reason  for  unpopularity  in  the  south  was  Cass’ 
action  in  regard  to  the  Kossuth  affair.  The  Hungarian, 
Louis  Kossuth,  after  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  establish 
a  republic  in  his  native  land,  had  been  expelled  from  that 
country  by  the  intervention  of  Russia.  The  United  States 
government  invited  him  to  America,  and  upon  his  arrival, 
in  December  1851,  he  was  the  recipient  of  much  attention. 
While  visiting  Washington,  he  was  given  two  dinners,  on 
January  7  and  8,  at  which  Cass  and  many  notables  spoke. 
Cass  declared  himself  sympathetic  with  Kossuth  and  his  mis- 


1  Quaife,  M.  M.,  Doctrine  of  Non-intervention  with  Slavery  in  the 
Territories,  passim. 

2  Washington  Union,  Mar.  17,  1852;  Cong.  Globe,  32C-iS(  p.  784. 
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sion,  in  glowing  periods  stated  his  opposition  to  any  form 
of  tyrannical  intervention  in  the  affairs  of  a  nation  strug¬ 
gling  toward  freedom,  and  expressed  himself  as  ready  to 
vote  for  a  resolution  denouncing  Russia  s  action  as  a  patent 
violation  of  international  law.  As  this  whole  movement  of 
indorsing  Kossuth  was  accompanied  by  panegyrics  on  the 
subject  of  liberty,  the  supersensitive  southern  slaveholders 
were  suspicious  of  it  as  a  covert  attack  upon  their  institu¬ 
tion.  As  a  result  of  this  complex  Cass  fell  further  in  the 
estimation  of  southern  leaders.1 

What  little  strength  Cass  had  below  the  Potomac  came 
from  the  southern  unionists.  The  most  active  of  these 
were  the  Georgia  union  Democrats,  although  Cobb  had  lean¬ 
ings  toward  Buchanan,  and  those  Democrats  in  Mississippi 
following  the  lead  of  the  redoubtable  Henry  S.  Foote.2 3 * 
Such  support  availed  him  little,  in  fact  it  harmed  him. 
These  men  were  felt  by  the  orthodox  to  be  heretics  because 
of  their  fraternizing  with  the  Whigs,  and  when  rumors  were 
rife  of  a  union  ticket  of  Clay  and  Cass,  the  purists  began 
to  suspect  Cass  and  he  was  spoken  of  as  a  “  cats-paw  of 
Clay  and  the  Union  Whigs  ”.8  The  New  York  Herald  de¬ 
clared  several  times  that  Clay  was  going  to  support  Cass  for 

1  These  views  Cass  elaborated  in  a  speech  before  the  Senate,  Feb.  10, 
in  which  he  practically  declared  for  what  is  now  called  self-determina¬ 
tion,  and  roundly  condemned  Austria  and  Russia  for  interference  in 
Hungary.  The  United  States,  however,  could  only  protest,  for  he 
believed  a  foreign  war  to  aid  Hungary  to  be  impossible.  Cong.  Gl°be, 
32C-1.S,  pp.  158-165.  Rhodes,  J.  F.,  History  of  the  United  States, 
vol.  i,  pp.  231  and  2425  Bancroft,  F.,  Life  of  Seward,  vol.  i,  p.  317; 
McMaster,  J.  B.,  History  of  the  People  of  the  United  States,  vol.  viii, 
PP-  1 54-155;  N.  O.  Weekly  Delta,  Feb.  15,  1852. 

2  Toombs  Corr.,  p.  299;  John  A.  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Mar.  17,  1852, 
Marcy  MSS.;  Washington  Union,  Feb.  10,  1852. 

3  Ambler,  C.  H.  (ed.),  “  'R.  M.  T.  Hunter  Corr.,”  Am.  Hist.  Assocn „ 

Kept.,  1916,  vol.  11,  p.  137,  hereafter  cited  as  Hunter  Corr. 


THE  LAST  OF  THE  HEROES 


51 


51] 

President  and  had  a  letter  written  in  his  behalf.1  Indeed 
Cass  was  approached  to  join  a  Whig  on  a  union  ticket,2  but 
he  saw  fit  to  refuse  all  such  advances.  Thus  the  chief  result 
of  these  negotiations  was  to  cause  the  southern  rights  men 
to  look  upon  him  with  more  disfavor  than  ever. 

Some  southern  endorsement,  however,  came  to  Cass  from 
different  motives.  In  Louisiana  there  was  bad  blood  be¬ 
tween  the  romantic  and  sensational  Soule  and  the  heavy, 
practical  Slidell.  This  culminated  in  the  state  convention 
of  March  9,  1852;  at  that  gathering  in  order  to  defeat  the 
Soule  faction  who  were  for  Douglas,  Slidell  and  the  Bu¬ 
chanan  men  joined  the  Cass  supporters  and  sent  a  delega¬ 
tion  instructed  for  the  Senator  from  Michigan.3 

In  Missouri,  the  state  convention  of  April  8,  1852,  was 
the  scene  of  a  bitter  struggle  between  the  Benton  men,  who 
were  for  William  O.  Butler,  and  the  anti-Benton  forces,  who 
rallied  around  Cass.  A  Butler  delegation  was  chosen,  but 
at  a  late  hour  when  but  “  a  few  delegates  were  present  and 
when  it  was  so  dark  in  the  room  that  it  was  impossible  to 
see  whether  the  persons  called  were  those  who  voted  ”,  in¬ 
structions  for  Cass  were  pushed  through  by  anti-Benton 
managers  voting  counties  not  represented  and  counties  whose 
members  were  out  of  the  hall.4 

The  west  was  his  stronghold,  but  even  there  Douglas 
was  questioning  his  sovereignty.  Michigan  was  steadfast. 
Most  of  Ohio  could  be  counted  on;  but  Douglas  had  injured 

1  AT.  Y.  Herald ,  Jan.  15,  1852.  Clay  had  written  a  N.  Y.  supporter 
the  previous  year  stating  his  belief  that  a  Democrat  was  likely  to  be 
elected  in  1852  and  that  he  preferred  Cass.  Colton  (ed.),  Clay  Corr., 
p.  619. 

2  v.  supra,  p.  28. 

3  Slidell  to  A.  C-.  Penn,  Mar.  n,  1852;  William  R.  King  to  Buchanan, 
Mar.  24,  1852,  Buchanan  M1S1S. 

4  F.  P.  Blair,  Sr.  to  Martin  Van  Buren,  Apr.  30,  1852,  Van  Buren 
MSS.;  H.  A.  Clover  to  Buchanan,  Apr.  13,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. 
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him  there.  Illinois  would  go  to  her  favorite  son,  and  the 
pivotal  state  of  Indiana  was  successfully  masking  any  prefer¬ 
ences  her  politicians  may  have  had  under  their  instructions 
for  the  Hoosier,  General  Joseph  Lane.1 

Thus,  in  spite  o-f  everything,  Cass  approached  the  Con¬ 
vention  as  apparently  the  most  formidable  candidate,  but 
his  support  was  scattered  and  illusory.  He  had  a  majority 
of  the  New  England  delegates,  for  a  while  at  least,  and  a 
bitter  minority  in  New  York;  in  the  south  only  Louisiana 
and  Missouri  were  openly  for  him ;  in  the  west,  loyal  Mich¬ 
igan  and  most  of  Ohio.2  This  was  to  be  the  nucleus  which 
was  to  attract  various  odds  and  ends  of  support  iin  the  Con¬ 
vention.  Widespread  and  varied  was  Cass’  following,  more 
important  as  to  numbers  than  morale,  much  of  it  willing  to 
drop  him  and  take  up  anyone  with  a  better  chance  of  success. 
As  the  first  of  June  approached,  the  idea  “  he  can’t  get 
elected  ”  became  increasingly  prevalent.3  Taken  altogether, 
it  seemed  probable  that  Cass  would  get  more  votes  to  start 
with  than  any  other  candidate,  but  their  number  was  by 
no  means  a  majority,  much  less  the  necessary  two-thirds. 
His  great  weakness  was  the  fact  that  no  pivotal  state  had 
declared  for  him — there  seemed  no  possibility  of  his  obtain¬ 
ing  the  votes  of  Virginia,  New  York,  or  Pennsylvania,  and 
the  south  would  have  none  of  him. 

1  Washington  Union,  March  3,  1852. 

-  The  legislature  of  Maryland  had  endorsed  him  and  the  New  Jersey 
convention  had  passed  a  resolution  in  his  favor,  but  the  delegates  from 
both  states  were  technically  uninstructed.  Washington  Union,  April  8, 
1852;  Newark  Morning  Eagle,  May  8,  1852. 

3  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  May  12,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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CHAPTER  IV 


The  Sage  of  Wheatland 


Buchanan  was  as  anxious  to  be  nominated  as  Cass  was 
indifferent.  He  had  served  his  apprenticeship  long  and 
faithfully  as  Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  Minister  to  Russia 
and  Secretary  of  State  under  Polk.  To  him  it  was  an 
apprenticeship — an  apprenticeship  to  the  Presidency.  For 
a  decade  he  had  nourished  ambitions,  and  in  1848  had  been 
Cass’  principal  competitor  before  the  convention.  Imme¬ 
diately  after  the  election  of  that  year  he  began  planning  for 
1852.  He  was  over  six  feet  in  height,  white-haired,  and 
benevolent-looking.  One  of  his  eyes  was  near-sighted  and 
the  other  far-sighted,  so  that  he  carried  his  head  slightly 
askew  and  appeared  peculiarly  one-sided.  A  close  observer 
noted  that  one  of  his  eyes  was  blue  and  the  other  hazel.  A 
rich  but  honest  old  bachelor  of  benign  aspect  and  precise 
habits,  he  had  been  careful  and  conscientious,  but  never  bril¬ 
liant  in  the  fulfillment  of  his  duties.  He  was  not  sufficiently 
adaptable  to  understand  changing  conditions;  his  caution 
bordered  on  timidity.  His  chief  characteristics  weie  his 
conservatism  and  his  desire  that  everything  should  proceed 
decently  and  in  order.1 

He  had  lived  all  his  life  in  a  political  atmosphere  and  had 
his  methodical  mind  strongly  set  in  politicians’  grooves. 


1  Curtis  'G.  T.,  Life  of  James  Buchanan,  vol.  ii,  p.  672;  Wise,  J.  S., 
Recollections  of  Thirteen  Presidents,  p.  67;  McClure,  A.  K.,  Old  Time 
Notes  of  Pennsylvania,  vol.  i,  p.  2/51  H.  D.  Gilpin  to  Van  Buren,  Jan. 
2 7,  1850,  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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Therefore  there  seemed  to  him  to  be  but  one  way  to  be 
nominated.  He  believed  implicitly  in  the  Divine  Right  of 
Parties.  You  served  your  party  early  and  late,  in  seedtime 
and  in  harvest,  and  in  due  season  if  you  fainted  not  you 
received  the  crown  of  your  ambition’s  choice  at  the  hands 
of  party  leaders  with  a  “  Well  done,  good  and  faithful  ser¬ 
vant  ”.  Buchanan  had  served  seven  years  and  yet  another 
seven,  and  now  he  felt  that  he  had  fulfilled  his  time.  His 
reward  he  sought  from  those  who  could  give  it — the  politi¬ 
cians.  But  was  it  not  the  people’s  gift?  No — leaders  who 
had  borne  the  burden  and  heat  of  the  day  were  alone  capable 
of  judging  the  merit  of  the  faithful  partisan  —  theirs  was 
the  sole  concern.  This  was  Buchanan’s  creed  and  he  ac¬ 
cepted  it  without  question.  Accordingly  he  set  about  to 
place  himself  before  his  brother  politicians. 

To  aid  him  in  this  project  Buchanan  had  active  friends 
who  were  busy  in  various  parts  of  the  country  emphasizing 
his  eminent  qualifications.  His  principal  ally  in  the  Senate 
was  William  R.  King,  its  presiding  officer,  a  prim,  amiable 
mediocrity,  whose  large  figure  lent  dignity  to  the  Vice- Presi¬ 
dential  chair  in  spite  of  his  wig.1  More  active  was  John 
Slidell  of  New  Oi  leans  and  New  York,  a  crafty,  worldly- 
wise,  cold-heai  ted  schemer,  whose  only  warmth  seemed  his 
friendship  with  Buchanan ;  their  intimacy  began  when 
Slidell  was  sent  to  Mexico  in  the  forties  and  closed  when 
Slidell  became  a  secessionist."  Closely  connected  with  Sli¬ 
dell  was  his  relative,  August  Belmont  of  New  York,  wealthy 
representative  of  the  Rothschilds,  whose  interest  in  politics 
was  not  entirely  unselfish;  his  influence  in  New  York’s 
financial  district  was  important  when  it  came  to  collecting 


^The  only  correspondent  who  addressed  him  “Dear  Buchanan” 
Buchanan  was  evidently  not  a  man  to  inspire  familiarities. 

709-729^'  ,<  Sliddl  and  BUChanan”  Amer-  Hist  Rev,  vol.  xxvii,  pp. 
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the  sinews  of  war.  Less  influential  were  Cave  Johnson  of 
Tennessee  and  Isaac  Toucey  of  Connecticut,  Postmaster- 
General  and  Attorney-General  in  Polk’s  cabinet.  In  Vir¬ 
ginia  was  a  rather  inconspicuous  but  very  industrious  man. 
Colonel  John  A.  Parker,  who  was  to  be  one  of  the  instru¬ 
ments  in  committing  a  greater  than  he  to  the  cause,  Henry 
A.  Wise,  once  a  Tyler  Whig  and  now  an  avowed  Democrat. 
In  Pennsylvania  Buchanan  had  the  ardent  backing  of  John 
W.  Forney  and  Robert  Tyler,  newspaper  men  of  influence, 
Congressmen  Alfred  Gilmore  and  J.  Glancy  Jones,  and 
lesser  lights  such  as  James  C.  Van  Dyke,  David  Lynch,  and 
George  W.  Plitt;  these  relieved  Buchanan  of  all  the  practical 
side  of  .politics.  In  addition  Buchanan  had  many  corres¬ 
pondents.  He  was  a  tireless  letter  writer  and  kept  in  touch 
with  a  large  number  of  men,  some  of  whom  were  very  in¬ 
significant.  Last  but  not  least  must  be  chronicled  the  ladies. 
Buchanan,  confirmed  bachelor  as  he  was,  was  a  great  ladies’ 
man,  and  numbered  many  politically  minded  of  the  fair  sex 
among  his  ardent  followers.  In  his  niece  Harriet  Lane  he 
had  an  attractive  companion. 

Besides  this  widespread  network  of  influences  Buchanan 
had  another  decided  advantage ;  this  was  his  position  in  the 
south.  The  radical  southerners  who  did  not  approve  the 
doctrines  of  Cass’  Nicholson  letter  found  solace  in  Bu¬ 
chanan’s  famous  letter  of  August  25,  1847.1  Herein  he 
declared  against  the  Wilmot  proviso  and  for  the  extension 
of  the  Missouri  Compromise  line  to  the  Pacific.  This  he 
felt  was  only  giving  the  south  its  fair  share  of  the  common 
territory.  When  the  various  southern  leaders  were  seeking 
a  candidate,  it  seemed  to  be  the  general  feeling  that  only  a 
northern  man  would  be  considered;  they  could  carry  the 
south  but  they  needed  a  man  with  some  influence  in  the 
north  to  secure  enough  states  there  and  prevent  the  northern 


1  Works,  vol.  vii,  p.  385. 
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opposition  from  crying  sectionalism.  The  three  prominent 
candidates  were  Cass,  Buchanan,  and  Woodbury.  The  first 
and  the  last  were  objectionable,  the  former  for  his  support 
of  the  Compromise,  and  the  latter  for  his  friendship  with 
Benton,  Blair  and  questionable  free  soilers.  Buchanan’s 
standing  on  the  doctrine  of  the  extension  of  the  Missouri 
Compromise  was  irreproachable.  Then,  too,  he  was  of 
national  reputation  and  powerful  in  Pennsylvania,  the  second 
largest  state  in  the  Union.  Many  who  refused  to  support 
him  in  1848  now  thought  he  was  the  most  available  can¬ 
didate. 

This  advantage  Buchanan  was  following  up  by  methods 
outlined  above,  and  was  also  making  attempts  to  build  up 
his  strength  in  the  north.  He  opened  correspondence  with 
his  colleague  in  the  Polk  cabinet,  Toucey  of  Connecticut.1 
Also  he  attempted  to  revive  friendship  with  F.  P.  Blair, 
Sr.,  ex-editor  of  the  Globe.  Because  of  Polk’s  action  in 
suppressing  the  Globe,  Blair  had  little  use  for  him  or  any 
of  his  administration;  especially  had  he  become  unfriendly 
with  Buchanan  as  he  believed  that  he  had  been  active  in  de¬ 
feating  Benton  for  the  Lieutenant-Generalship  in  the  Mex¬ 
ican  War.  Buchanan  knew  that  Blair  still  had  the  ear  of 
Van  Buren  and  Benton  who,  though  they  had  lost  ground, 
were  still  not  quite  impotent  politically.  Desire  to  conciliate 
this  faction,  perhaps,  was  the  motive  for  opening  this 
correspondence.  Blair  in  reply  stated  his  grievance  and 
Buchanan  answered,  defending  himself  though  admitting 
that  he  had  not  thought  it  wise  to  put  Benton  at  the  head  of 
t  re  army.  This  effort  accomplished  nothing.  Blair  did  not 
trust  Buchanan.  Meanwhile  Buchanan  remained  quietly 

1  Buchanan  to  Toucey,  1  June,  1849,  Works,  vol,  viii,  p,  362. 

2  Blair  to  Buchanan,  22  ,Nov„  1849,  ibid  n  ^  •  tm’ -r  ,  v  -n 
3  Dec.,  1849,  24  Mar.,  1850,  Van  Buren  MSS  ■  n  r, 

27  November,  1849,  Works,  vol.  viii,  p.  367.  uchanan  to  Uair, 
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at  “  W^heatland  near  Lancaster  ”,  Pennsylvania,  reading, 
writing  letters  and  meditating. 

Then  without  much  warning  a  portentous  cloud  arose  on 
the  horizon.  In  January,  1850,  began  the  bitter  conflict 
over  the  measures  known  as  the  Compromise  of  that  year. 
Up  to  that  time  Buchanan  had  been  following  Slidell’s  ad¬ 
vice  on  the  slavery  question.  He  had  kept  silent  publicly 
for,  as  his  mentor  wisely  wrote,  the  southern  leaders  were 
aware  of  his  views  and  satisfied  with  them.  Expressing 
them  further  would  only  stir  up  the  free  soilers  in  the  north, 
who  otherwise  would  bear  him  no  grudge  if  he  did  not 
come  immediately  into  conflict  with  them.1  But  now  Cass 
was  coming  out  openly  with  views  favoring  the  Compromise 
and  other  prominent  Democrats  were  getting  notoriety  be¬ 
cause  they  expressed  opinions  on  these  measures.  Buchanan 
felt  a  desire  to  maintain  his  ground  by  issuing  a  letter 
favoring,  as  usual,  the  extension  of  the  Missouri  Compro¬ 
mise  line  to  the  Pacific.  He  prepared  such  a  letter  advo¬ 
cating  this  doctrine,  declaring  against  the  Wilmot  Proviso 
and  the  abolition  of  slavery  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
advocating  a  strict  fugitive  slave  law.  Before  publishing 
it,  however,  he  sought  counsel  with  his  friends.  He  re¬ 
ceived  conflicting  advice.  Marcy,  his  erstwhile  colleague  in 
Polk’s  cabinet,  wrote  that  there  was  not  strong  enough  de¬ 
mand  for  it  as  yet,  while  Senator  King  thought  it  might 
aid  his  popularity.2  However,  as  the  Compromise  contro¬ 
versy  advanced  it  appeared  that  the  south  was  not  going  to 
make  a  stand  upon  the  Missouri  line,  but  was  going  to  de¬ 
mand  only  non-intervention.  Consequently,  why  should 
Buchanan  ask  for  more  than  the  south?  Also  as  the  south 


1  Slidell  to  Buchanan,  25  July,  1849,  7  Dec.,  1849,  Buchanan'  MiSS. 

2  Buchanan  to  W.  R.  King,  6  Mar.,  1850,  Works,  vol.  viii,  p.  369. 
Marcy  to  Buchanan,  10  Mar.,  1850,  Buchanan  MSS.,  King  to  Buchanan, 
11  Mar.,  ibid. 
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didn’t  demand  it  and  it  was  contrary  to  the  Baltimore  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Nicholson  letter,  Cass’  speeches  and  the  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  Pennsylvania  Democracy,  such  a  statement 
would  only  tend  to  promote  useless  controversy;  and  that 
was  never  Buchanan’s  desire.  He  would  wait  until  the  pres¬ 
ent  plans  (the  Compromise)  failed  and  then  issue  his  solu¬ 
tion.1  Adhering  to  this  determination  he  refused  Foote’s 
request  to  write  on  behalf  of  the  Compromise.  He  did  not 
approve  it;  California  was  too  large  for  a  single  state, 
squatter  sovereignty  would  open  the  way  for  a  race  of  pro 
and  anti-slavery  settlers  and  consequent  civil  war;  as  Bu¬ 
chanan  considered  the  Mexican  law  abolishing  slavery  still 
in  force  in  the  new  territories,  non-intervention  was,  in 
effect,  the  same  as  the  Wilmot  Proviso.2  This  policy  of 
silence  until  the  storm  was  over  aided  Buchanan  in  the  south 
because  the  dominant  states  rights  group  felt  that  in  a 
measure  they  had  been  cheated,  and  they  were  determined  to 
support  no  one  who  had  actively  engaged  in  or  pronounced 
on  the  subject.3  However,  this  silence  could  not  last  long. 

The  passage  of  the  Compromise  and  the  wave  of  union 
sentiment  which  immediately  swept  over  the  country  could 
not  be  ignored.  All  politicians  were  hastening  aboard  the 
band  wagon  and  Buchanan  took  the  occasion  of  an  invita¬ 
tion  to  a  union  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  November  21,  1850, 
to  write  a  letter  expressing  guarded  sentiments.  He  made 
a  strong  plea  for  the  union  and  urged  that  all  agitation  in 
the  north  on  the  subject  of  slavery  be  put  down.  He  gave 
it  as  his  positive  belief  that  had  not  this  agitation  grown  up 
m  the  thirties,  laws  would  have  been  passed  in  Maryland, 


1  Buchanan  to  Jefferson  Davis,  16  Mar.,  1850,  Works 
372.  Buchanan  to  King,  20  Mar.,  1850,  ibid.,  p.  374. 


vol. 


Vlll, 


S. 


2  Buchanan  to  King, 
Foote,  May  31,  1850, 


Mny  13,  1850,  ibid.,  p.  383;  Buchanan  to  Henry 
ibid.,  p.  385. 


3  Marcy  to  Berret,  Dec.  14,  1851,  Marcy  MSS.  ■ 
Nov.  24,  1851,  Buchanan  MSS. 
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Virginia,  Kentucky,  and  Missouri  for  gradual  emancipation. 
Finally  he  demanded  that  the  Fugitive  Slave  Law  be  exe¬ 
cuted  in  its  letter  and  spirit  as  it  was  the  only  portion  of 
the  Compromise  favorable  to  the  south.1  His  friendship 
for  the  south  and  his  lack  of  endorsement  of  any  part  of 
the  Compromise  except  the  Fugitive  Slave  Law  were  ap¬ 
parent. 

Lfpon  the  doctrines  of  his  letters  of  August  25,  1847,  and 
November  21,  1850  Buchanan  was  to  make  his  stand  for 
preferment  in  1852.  These  constituted  his  political  philo¬ 
sophy:  slavery  should  be  kept  out  of  politics  entirely;  but  if 
■if  was  not,  the  south  must  have  fair  play  and  a  guarantee  of 
her  property  rights  in  her  own  states  and  in  all  territories. 

In  spite  of  Buchanan’s  advantage  of  position  due  to  his 
views,  he  had  the  serious  disadvantage  of  a  bitter  feud  in  his 
own  state.  Simon  Cameron,  capitalist  and  iron  master,  de¬ 
manded  protection  for  the  iron  industry,  and  as  the  southern 
leaders  opposed  high  tariffs,  he  was  an  anti-slavery  man. 
Buchanan  was  a  low  tariff  man  and  friendly  with  southern 
leaders.  Consequently  these  men  were  opponents.  Cam¬ 
eron  sought  to  control  the  party  in  the  state,  to  regain  his 
seat  in  the  Senate  where  he  might  work  for  various  ends 
best  known  to  himself.  Buchanan  sought  to  prevent  this. 
In  the  conflicts  that  inevitably  grew  out  of  the  struggle 
in  the  various  conventions,  state  and  local,  of  the  Demo¬ 
cracy  of  Pennsylvania,  a  bitter  personal  enmity  developed.2 


1  Works,  vol.  viii,  pp.  390  et  seq. 

2  Buchanan  alluded1  to  Cameron  as  a  “  scamp,”  Buchanan  to  .Davis, 
Mar.  16,  1850,  vol.  viii,  p.  372,  while  Cameron  denounced  Buchanan 
as  an  old  political  hack  so  fallen  that  he  couldn’t  carry  a  county, 
Cameron  to  Frazer,  Mar.  19,  1851,  Pa.  Mag.  of  Hist.,  vol.  xxxix,  p.  495. 
McClure,  Old  Time  Notes  of  Pa.,  vol.  i,  p.  92,  Buchanan  to  L.  Kidder, 
May  16,  1851,  Works,  vol.  viii,  p.  417.  The  author  confesses  his  in¬ 
ability  to  find  any  material  giving  Cameron’s  side  of  the  case  except 
this  letter  here  quoted.  Any  manuscript  material  in  regard  to  Cameron, 
which  may  exist  is  well  concealed  from  the  investigator.  This  condition 
may  have  produced  an  unconscious  bias  in  the  account  of  his  activities. 
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Cameron  was  unscrupulous ;  he  and  his  associates  managed 
to  control  the  canal  board  and  in  this  way  had  a  great  deal 
of  the  public  plunder  at  their  disposal.  Using  this,  they 
carried  on  a  constant  guerilla  warfare  within  the  party  for 
delegates  and  legislators.  In  a  tight  place  their  men  often 
allied  with  the  Whigs  and  got  a  measure  through  or  a  can¬ 
didate  elected.  Buchanan’s,  however,  was  the  dominant 
faction. 

Very  early  in  the  Taylor  administration  Cameron  set  out 
to  disappoint  Buchanan’s  presidential  aspirations.  Part  of 
his  tactics  was  a  device  that  had  hurt  Buchanan  very  much 
in  the  Convention  of  1848,  namely  spreading  abroad  the 
report  that  Buchanan  was  weak  in  Pennsylvania  with  only  a 
remnant  behind  him.1  To  make  this  hypothesis  seem  true 
and  to  poison  the  minds  of  some  of  Buchanan’s  southern 
friends  Cameron  spent  some  time  in  Washington  during 
February  and  March,  1850.  He  told  Jefferson  Davis  that 
Buchanan  was  opposed  to  the  Missouri  Compromise  line, 
showing  him  a  copy  of  some  anti-slavery  resolutions  which 
had  been  passed  at  a  public  meeting  in  1820  by  the  citizens 
of  Lancaster,  Pa.,  and  which  bore  Buchanan’s  signature. 
Simultaneously,  whether  at  Cameron’s  instance  or  not  is  un¬ 
disclosed,  there  were  circulated  at  Washington  reports  that 
Buchanan  was  opposed  to  the  extension  of  the  Missouri 
Compromise  line  if  slavery  were  to  be  permitted  south  of 
that  line.  This  was  unfavorably  compared  with  Cass’  re¬ 
puted  statement  that  he  would  go  that  far.  Also  John  P. 
Dale  charged  Buchanan  with  saying  that  the  northern  De¬ 
mocracy  was  a  natural  ally  of  the  slaveholders  of  the  south. 
In  these  attacks  Buchanan  detected  a  “  concerted  scheme 
He  wrote  long  letters  to  King  and  Davis  defending  him¬ 
self  in  which  he  stated:  “  I  am  committed  for  the  Missouri 
Compromise  and  that  committal  shall  stand.”  He  admitted 

1  Albert  C.  Ramsey  to  Buchanan,  Jan.  23,  1850,  Buchanan  MSS. 
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the  resolutions  but  pleaded  his  youth  and  the  fact  that  they 
were  drawn  up  by  his  law  preceptor  for  whom  he  bad  great 
affection.1  Cameron’s  scheme  in  Washington  failed  since 
Buchanan’s  rebuttal  strengthened  him  in  the  regard  of 
southern  senators. 

Cameron  then  transferred  the  scene  of  his  activities  to 
Pennsylvania.  Here  he  had  the  aid  of  Colonel  Reah  Frazer 
of  Buchanan’s  town,  Lancaster,  Barnett,  editor  of  the  Har¬ 
risburg  Keystone,  and  others  of  lesser  note.  To  these  were 
added  Senator-elect  Richard  Brodhead,  a  bitter  hater,  who 
felt  that  Buchanan  and  his  friends  had  opposed  his  election 
to  the  Senate.  Buchanan  attempted  to  conciliate  him  by 
explaining  that,  while  he  had  at  first  preferred  another, 
when  he  discovered  Brodhead  and  others  were  desirous  of 
the  place  he  became  neutral;  not  till  later  did  he  learn  that 
his  friends  had  opposed  Brodhead.  This  did  not  help  mat¬ 
ters.  Buchanan,  therefore,  had  the  only  Democratic  Sen¬ 
ator  from  his  state  opposed  to  him  and  continually  working 
against  him.2  This  combination  undertook  a  campaign  to 
control  the  forthcoming  state  and  local  conventions.  To 
this  end  they  joined  Cass’  friends  in  working  for  the  choice 
of  delegates  for  that  old  war-horse. 

These  attacks  and  machinations  led  Buchanan  and  his 
friends  to  look  to  their  fences.  Buchanan’s  organization  in 
Philadelphia  was  not  strong.  Robert  Tyler,  son  of  the  ex- 
Presiident  and  an  editor  in  the  Quaker  City,  together  with 
Forney  and  others,  sought  to  arrange  an  alliance  with  James 
Campbell,  a  prominent  Philadelphia  city  politician,  whose 
religion  gave  him  the  backing  of  the  masses  of  the  Catholic 
faith.  The  terms  of  this  alliance  seem  to  have  been  support 
for  Buchanan  from  the  Philadelphia  delegates  in  return 

1  Works,  vol.  viii,  pp.  370-6. 

2  Brodhead  to  Forney,  Jan.  20,  1851.  Buchanan  to  Brodhead,  Feb. 
3,  1851,  H.  A.  Wise  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  3,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. 
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for  Campbell’s  nomination  to  one  of  the  state  supreme  court 
justiceships  to  be  filled  that  fall  (1851).1  As  an  additional 
precautionary  measure  Buchanan  went  up  to  Harrisburg 
and  arranged  a  reconciliation  and  alliance  with  ex-governor 
David  R.  Porter,  who  had  worked  with  Cameron  in  1848. 2 
Besides  he  suggested  to  Harriet  Lane  that  while  on  a  visit 
to  Pittsburg  she  try  to  show  attention  to  one  David  Lynch 
and  his  wife.  Lynch  was  a  powerful  and  clever  political 
worker  who  stood  low  in  the  social  scale  because  of  poverty.3 
Everything  was  being  done  to  fortify  the  lines  for  the  first 
conflict. 

The  first  trials  of  strength  were  to  be  at  Reading,  June  4, 
when  the  state  convention  met  to  choose  candidates  for  gov¬ 
ernor  and  most  of  the  state  officers,  and  at  Harrisburg,  June 
11,  where  a  similar  meeting  was  held  to  nominate  the  state 
judicial  ticket.  Cameron,  who  had  had  a  conference  with 
Cass  in  New  York  City  in  December,  1851,  was  waging  an 
active  campaign  in  the  local  conventions  where  delegates 
were  to  be  chosen  for  Reading  and  Harrisburg.  His  tactics 
were  to  introduce  unexpectedly  into  strong  Buchanan  con¬ 
ventions  resolutions  endorsing  Cass.  Buchanan’s  friends 
were  unprepared  for  this,  and  besides  did  not  want  to  come 
into  open  conflict  with  Cass  so  early  in  the  game.  Conse¬ 
quently  the  resolutions  often  passed  and  spread  abroad  the 
conviction  that  Buchanan  was  weak.4  In  spite  of  all,  Bu- 


1  Robert  Tyler  to  Buchanan,  Jan.  7,  1851I,  J.  B.  Bake 
Jan.  29,  1851,  Buchanan  MSS.;  W.  B.  Pettit  to  Welles 
Gideon  Welles  MSS.;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Nov.  8,  1851. 


r  to  Buchanan, 
,  Nov.  3,  1851, 


2  Cameron  to  Reah  Frazer,  Mar.  19,  1851,  Pa.  Mag.  of  Hist  vol 
xxxix,  p.  495 ;  Mueller,  H.  R„  Whig  Party  in  Pa.,  p.  143. 

3  Buchanan  to  Harriet  Lane,  Nov.  4  1851,  Works,  vol.  viii,  p  422 
James  May  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  5,  1851,  Buchanan  MS:S. 

*  A.  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  Sept.  9.  1850  and  Dec.  24,  1850.  Robert 
Tyler  to  Buchanan,  Sept.  ,13,  1850,  Buchanan  to  C.  Johnson  Mar  2? 
1S51,  Buchanan  to  C.  B.  Colter,  May  1,  1854  Buchanan  MSS.’ 
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chanan’s  friends  controlled  both  conventions  and  nomi¬ 
nated  William  Bigler  for  governor  and  Campbell  for  one 
of  the  places  on  the  supreme  bench.  The  latter  nomination 
called  forth  a  great  deal  of  protest.  Campbell  was  de¬ 
nounced  as  a  common  ward  politician  with  absolutely  no 
qualifications  for  the  judicial  office  other  than  his  ability 
to  swing  the  Irish  vote  of  Philadelphia.  Buchanan  was 
denounced  for  entering  into  a  bargain.1  Campbell,  however, 
was  a  man  of  respectable  if  not  spectacular  attainment,  and 
later  served  acceptably  as  Postmaster  General;  Buchanan 
knew  little  of  the  matter;  Forney  and  Tyler,  as  usual,  were 
the  principals  in  the  arrangement.  So  far  difficulties  had 
been  overcome. 

The  situation  was  now  complicated  by  a  third  participant 
in  the  lists.  Some  politicians  desiring  a  Pennsylvanian  for 
President,  but  one  more  flexible  than  Buchanan,  brought 
out  former  Vice-President  Dallas.  They  circulated  a  letter 
of  his  stating  that  the  Compromise  measures  were  a  failure 
and  that  the  Constitution  should  be  amended  to  settle  the 
difficulty.  Opponents  of  Buchanan  seem  to  have  used  Cass 
and  Dallas  interchangeably,  as  one  waned  in  popularity  the 
other  was  taken  up.2  This,  however,  added  to  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  Buchanan  had  not  the  united  support  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  especially  as  Senator  Brodhead  was  franking  broad¬ 
cast  in  the  south  copies  of  the  Keystone  containing  accounts 
of  all  anti-Buchanan  activities.3 

Furthermore  Colonel  Reah  Frazer,  Buchanan’s  fellow 
townsman,  stirred  up  a  revolt,  as  the  Buchanan  men  said,  of 
free  soilers  and  barnburners,  for  the  disruption  of  the  De- 


1  Mueller,  op.  cit.,  pp.  180-1.  W.  V.  Pettit  to  Welles,  Nov.  3,  1851, 
Welles  MSS. 

2  McClure,  op.  cit..  p.  104;  Newark  Daily  Advertiser,  Oct.  17,  1S51 
(Letter  of  July  25,  1851)  ;  Life  of  Horace  Mann  by  his  wife,  p.  354. 

3  Daily  Pennsylvanian,  Aug.  30,  1851. 
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mocratic  party.  In  August  and  September  these  held  mass 
meetings  at  Lancaster,  Buchanan’s  home  town,  and  declared 
for  Cass.  This  got  abroad  and  the  press  reported  that 
Buchanan’s  own  county  had  instructed  its  delegates  to  the 
Baltimore  Convention  for  Cass.  The  report  was  not  true, 
as  the  delegates  were  not  to  be  chosen  until  the  next  spring; 
but  Cass’  organ,  the  Detroit  Free  Press,  took  it  up  and 
accused  Buchanan  of  being  opposed  to  the  Compromise  be¬ 
cause  he  had  endorsed  only  the  Fugitive  Slave  Act.  This 
Forney  in  the  Pennsylvanian  countered  by  declaring  that 
Buchanan  was  for  the  Compromise  but  that  neither  Cass, 
Douglas,  or  Dickinson  had  voted  for  the  Fugitive  Slave 
Law.  This  controversy  widened  the  breach  between  the 
supporters  of  Cass  and  Buchanan.1 

Pennsylvania  political  activity  closed  for  the  year  with 
the  success  on  October  14,  of  the  entire  Democratic  state 
ticket  with  the  exception  of  Campbell;  he  was  defeated  by 
anti-Cathohc  reaction,  the  popularity  of  his  opponent,  and 
the  “  decent  element  ”.2  As  matters  stood  Buchanan’s  sup¬ 
porters  were  in  comfortable  control,  but  he  had  bitter  enemies 
at  home  and  at  Washington  who  lost  no  opportunities  to 
represent  him  as  much  weaker  than  he  really  was.  Conse¬ 
quently  Buchanan  was  willing  to  take  no  chances  and  kept 
up  his  letter-writing.  His  conception  of  political  methods 

is  well  illustrated  by  one  of  the  many  letters  he  wrote  at 
this  time : 


‘Dally  Pennsylvanian,  Aug.  .8,  Sept.  4,  ,851;  Morristown  (N  I) 
True  Democratic  Banner.  Sept.  3,  ,85, ;  Newark  Morning  Eagle,  Sept.1' 

mIIc/mSS.  d’  SeP''  ,8S,;  “>  “«"*  .4  .85.: 

™L  -■  «>■  Buchanan  to  Cave 
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Private  and  Confidential 

Wheatland,  Near  Lancaster,  12  Dec.,  1851. 

My  dear  Sir :  A  friend  from  Cumberland  County,  who  has 
recently  been  in  Perry,  expresses  much  doubt  about  your 
county  and  says  that  unless  strong  efforts  shall  be  made,  it 
will  go  for  Cass.  I  understand  you  elect  by  county  meeting; 
and  this  mode  is  not  a  fair  method  of  ascertaining  public  opin¬ 
ion  throughout  a  larger  county.  What  can  be  done?  My 
enemies  perceiving  that  my  prospects  are  daily  becoming 
brighter  and  brighter  throughout  the  Union  are  now  intent 
upon  producing  such  an  appearance  of  division  at  home  as  they 
imagine  may  deter  other  States  from  voting  for  my  nomina¬ 
tion.  In  this  point  of  view  it  is  important  I  should  carry 
Perry,  if  this  can  be  done  by  fair  and  honorable  means.  Cass, 
their  apparent  but  not  their  real  candidate,  can  now  make  no 
show;  but  they  will  go  for  any  candidate  against  myself. 
Pennsylvania  has  now  for  the  first  time  in  her  history  an  op¬ 
portunity  of  furnishing  the  candidate,  should  she  think  pro¬ 
per  to  exert  her  power  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  unanimity. 
I  intend  to  write  to  my  friends  Black  and  Steward;  but  my 
main  reliance  is  on  yourself.  General  Fetter  and  Judge  Jun- 
kin  were  formerly  my  warm  friends — -whether  they  are  so 
now  or  not  I  do  not  know.  Are  A.  B.  Anderson  and  young 
Mclntire  my  friends?  I  think  you  once  told  me  they  were. 
I  am  informed  that  young  Miller  is  my  bitter  foe. 

Could  you  make  a  trip  over  the  county  and  ascertain  the 
state  of  public  opinion  ?  I  should  esteem  it  a  very  great  favor 
if  you  would ;  and  in  that  event,  I  should  insist  that  you  shall 
not  spend  your  own  money  in  supporting  me.  This  would  be 
both  unreasonable  and  unjust.  If  you  could  pass  a  few  days 
in  this  manner,  you  would  confer  a  favor  upon  me  which  I 
trust  I  may  some  day  be  able  to  repay.  But  you  must  not 
go  at  all  unless  at  my  expense.  Your  services  will  place  me 
under  obligation  which  I  shall  never  forget  without  expending 
your  own  money  for  my  benefit. 

If  you  should  ascertain  that  the  county  is  against  me  and 
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cannot  be  carried,  as  the  Perry  Democrat  indicates,  then  it 
would  be  useless  to  make  the  effort.  If  it  can  be  carried, 
then  we  must  go  to  work  and  have  the  proper  concert  of  action 
to  bring  my  friends  to  the  county  meeting. 

Will  you  let  me  hear  from  you  soon  on  this  subject,  and  be¬ 
lieve  me  ever  to  be  sincerely  and  gratefully  your  friend. 

James  Buchanan. 

Hon.  George  Blattenberger. 

P.  S.  Jos.  Bailey,  who  is  a  strange,  capricious  man,  is  now 
against  me,  though  in  1843  he  was  one  of  my  warmest  friends 
and  supporters,  as  you  will  perceive  by  the  address  which  I 
send  you.  What  have  I  done  since?  1 

Besides  his  own  state,  Buchanan  felt  reasonably  certain 
of  the  important  cotton  states.  Slidell  and  Cave  Johnson 
sent  favorable  reports,  and  various  newspapers,  including 
the  Savannah  Georgian  and  Yancey’s  organ,  the  Mont¬ 
gomery  Advertiser,  hoisted  his  name.2  But  this  was  not 
enough.  With  the  west  and  middle  west  pretty  sure  to  go 
to  either  Cass  or  Douglas,  Buchanan  must  gain  support  in 
Virginia,  the  border,  middle  and  New  England  states. 
Slidell  recognized  this  necessity  early  and  through  his  busi¬ 
ness  connections  in  New  York  City  and  his  relative,  August 
Belmont,  he  set  about  campaigning  to  push  Buchanan. 

Slidell  was  accustomed  to  spend  his  summers  at  Saratoga 
Springs,  N.  Y.  Here  in  1850  he  met  many  politicians.  In 
discussing  candidates  he  found  that  Buchanan  was  objec¬ 
tionable  to  no  one  in  spite  of  the  numbers  of  Cass  sup¬ 
porters.3  He  later  met  the  Pennsylvanian  in  New  York 
City  during  October  and  plans  were  discussed  for  establish¬ 
ing  a  paper  friendly  to  their  interest  in  the  metropolis.  The 

1  McClure,  Our  Presidents  and  How  We  Make  Them,  p.  151. 

2G.  P.  Hamilton  to  Buchanan,  May  13,  1851,  Buchanan  MISS. 

3  Slidell  to  Buchanan,  August  6  and  Oct.  9,  1850,  Buchanan  MBS. 
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venture  was  to  be  placed  in  charge  of  John  VV.  Forney.1 
Nothing  was  then  accomplished.  The  next  summer  (1851) 
Slidell  was  again  in  New  York  and  soon  urged  Buchanan 
to  leave  Wheatland  and  travel  about,  especially  in  the  west. 
He  was  very  earnest  in  his  request  that  he  come  to  that 
summer  center  of  politicians,  Saratoga.  Here  he  could 
meet  Marcy  and  perhaps  gain  his  interest.  Buchanan  re¬ 
mained  at  Wheatland.  Nothing  daunted,  Slidell  worked 
with  Marcy  himself  and  became  convinced  that  he  had  ac¬ 
complished  something.  Then  he  again  took  up  the  project 
of  a  New  York  paper  and  enlisted  Belmont’s  aid.  The 
'banker  solicited  funds  from  the  merchants  of  the  city  and 
himself  contributed  $10,000,  while  Slidell  concerned  himself 
with  the  editorial  management  of  the  paper.  He  considered 
first  Caleb  'Cushing  of  Massachusetts,  and  then  settled  on 
Theodore  Sedgwick.  He  again  urged  Buchanan  to  come  to 
New  York  at  which  place  Buchanan  arranged  to  meet  Marcy 
on  October  21.  On  that  occasion  he  found  Marcy  jovial 
and  non-committal,  but  could  get  no  satisfaction  out  of  him. 
Shortly  thereafter  Sedgwick  had  an  interview  with  Marcy 
and  declined  the  editorship.  Arrangements  were  then  con¬ 
cluded  with  Forney  to  undertake  it,  but  after  a  visit  of 
Marcy  to  New  York  in  November  and  a  series  of  confer¬ 
ences  held  there  the  wind  changed.  Francis  B.  Cutting  and 
Charles  O’Conor  declined  to  support  the  project  unless  it 

1  Buchanan  to  Harriet  Lane,  Works,  vol.  viii,  p.  389.  Forney  was  a 
product  of  the  Pennsylvania  machine,  an  energetic  and  resourceful 
though  none  too  scrupulous  political  manipulator  and  editor,  who  formed 
warm  attachments  and  exhibited  hearty  loyalty  (generally  to  some  one 
who  could  advance  him)  but  when  slighted  became  most  wickedly 
vindictive.  He  was  at  this  time  an  ardent  and  important  supporter  of 
Buchanan.  The  latter  had  used  his  influence  in  vain  to  get  him  elected 
clerk  of  the  House  for  the  Thirty-first  Congress  but  failed.  He  was 
now  going  to  undertake  it  for  the  Thirty-second.  Buchanan  to  Corcoran, 
Nov.  26,  1849,  Corcoran  MIS'S. 
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was  entirely  neutral  on  the  presidency.  This,  of  course, 
was  contrary  to  the  promoters’  plans,  and  again  the  matter 
was  dropped.  Buchanan  and  Slidell  put  the  blame  on 
Marcy’s  presidential  ambitions,  but  the  truth  of  the  matter 
was  that  as  no  prominent  New  Yorkers  except  Belmont 
favored  Buchanan  they  would  not  aid  a  paper  supporting 
him.1  On  December  27  Slidell  wrote :  “  I  fear  that  the 
favorable  moment  for  action  in  New  York  has  been  irre¬ 
trievably  lost.”  Marcy  was  now  definitely  a  candidate  and 
his  struggle  with  the  Dickinson  and  Cass  men  left  no  room 
for  Buchanan  in  New  York.2 

In  Virginia,  too,  Buchanan’s  interest  was  early  pursued. 
His  most  active  supporter  in  the  “  old  Dominion  ”  was  John 
A.  Parker,  an  editorial  writer  for  the  Ritchies  who  had  a 
wide  acquaintance  among  Virginians.  He  set  about  to  in¬ 
fluence  Henry  A.  Wise,  then  favorable  to  Stockton,  toward 
Buchanan.  Wise  and  Parker  were  opposed  to  “  Father  ” 
Ritchie  and  his  efforts  on  behalf  of  Cass  and  also  opposed 
to  the  extreme  states-rights  group  or  the  “  Chivalry  ”  led 
by  James  A.  Seddon,  Lewis  E.  Harvie,  T.  S.  Bocock  and 
John  B.  Floyd.  In  the  past  Wise  had  been  a  Tyler  Whig 
and  more  or  less  of  a  free  lance.  In  order  to  keep  down 
the  opposing  faotions  and  strengthen  his  own  pretensions  of 

1  Slidell  to  Buchanan,  8  Aug.,  5  Sept.,  29  Sept.,  10  Oct.,  17  Nov., 
—7  Dec.,  1851.  Marcy  to  Buchanan,  6  Oct.,  16  Nov.,  24  Nov.,  Belmont  to 
Buchanan,  6  Dec.,  Buchanan  MSS.;  Buchanan  to  Cave  Johnson,  22  Dec., 
1851,  Works,  vol.  viii,  p.  428;  Buchanan  to  Marcy,  30  Sept.,  8  Oct., 
10  Oct.,  1851,  Marcy  to  Campbell,  10  Nov.,  1851,  Thomas  to  Marcy, 
27  Oct.,  1851,  Marcy  MSS,;  Sears,  ,L.  M.,  “Buchanan  and  Slidell”, 
Amer.  Hist.  Rev.,  loc.  cit. 

2  Belmont  was  not  discouraged.  He  kept  at  work  and  succeeded  in 
forming  a  “General  Buchanan  New  York  Committee”,  and  also  he  got 
control  of.  a  “  small  but  widely  circulated  morning  paper  ”,  the  Morning 
Star.  This  began  to  quietly  boom  Buchanan,  April  12,  1852.  These 
efforts  had  little  effect  other  than  to  put  Buchanan  under  obligations  to 
Belmont.  Belmont  to  Buchanan,  April  5,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. 
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leadership,  a  meeting  was  called  to  answer  a  union  meeting 
in  Pennsylvania  and  to  take  from  the  Whigs  their  claim  of 
being  the  real  union  party.  This  meeting  of  Richmond  dele¬ 
gates  held  two  sessions,  February  13  and  19.  Here  Wise 
attempted  to  secure  the  passage  of  resolutions  inviting  other 
states,  especially  Pennsylvania  to  join  Virginia  and  suggest¬ 
ing  plans  for  the  reorganization  of  the  Democratic  party  on 
the  basis  of  the  union  and  the  rights  of  the  states.  These 
were  passed,  but  reference  to  Pennsylvania  was  stricken  out. 
This  effort  was'  the  result  of  Wise’s  conviction  that  there 
should  be  an  alliance  between  Virginia  and  Pennsylvania — • 
that  without  a  northern  state  Virginia  could  accomplish  no* 
national  project.  New  York  was  Whig,  therefore  Penn¬ 
sylvania  was  the  logical  ally.  In  reporting  this  meeting  to 
Buchanan  Wise  declared  himself  willing  to  back  Buchanan, 
Dallas,  or  Stockton  for  the  Democratic  nomination,  which¬ 
ever  could  obtain  the  united  support  of  Pennsylvania. 
Thereupon  he  began  to  write  often  to  Buchanan  and  advise 
him.  He  repeatedly  urged  him  to  come  to  Virginia,  and 
was  joined  in  his  solicitation  by  William  R.  King.  The 
candidate,  however,  disliked  locomotion  and  went  no  nearer 
Richmond  than  Washington.  He  did,  however,  write  a 
public  letter  to  the  Central  Southern  Rights  Association  of 
Virginia  in  response  to  an  invitation  to  visit  them.  In  this 
message  he  gave  a  careful  endorsement  to  the  Virginia  Re¬ 
solutions  of  ’98,  which  is  reported  as  having  been  “  highly 
elating  ”  to  southern  rights  editors. 

The  June  conventions  were  the  turning  points  with  Wise; 
they  demonstrated  Buchanan’s  control  of  his  state  and  the 
Virginian  was  now  openly  for  him.  He  set  about  to  organ¬ 
ize  Virginia  sentiment  for  Pennsylvania’s  favorite  son. 
Perhaps  more  important  for  Buchanan’s  purposes  was  the 
favor  with  which  his  name  was  received  by  the  older  con¬ 
servative  democrats  (except  “  Father  ”  Ritchie)  who  looked 
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upon  John  Y.  Mason  and  men  of  his  type  as  leaders. 
Buchanan  opened  a  cordial  correspondence  with  his  erst¬ 
while  colleague  in  that  famous  Polk  cabinet  and  learned 
with  pleasure  of  the  good  will  of  the  old  conservatives.  Be¬ 
cause  of  their  friendship  he  was  bitterly  opposed  by  the  sec¬ 
essionists  and  younger  Democrats  and  the  contest  for  the 
control  of  Virginia’s  delegation  promised  to  be  warm.1 

Efforts  were  not  lacking  in  New  England.  Here  Wood¬ 
bury’s  death  seemed  to  make  a  favorable  opening  and  Con¬ 
gressman  Gilmore  of  Pennsylvania  got  in  touch  with  New 
England  politicians  such  as  Hubbard  and  Bradbury  of 
Maine  and  Hibbard  and  Peaslee  of  New  Hampshire.  He 
followed  this  up  by  a  trip  down  east  in  the  spring.  Then 
Buchanan  had  the  active  aid  of  Isaac  Toucey  of  Connec¬ 
ticut,  a  former  cabinet  colleague,  while  still  another  of  the 
Polk  cabinet,  Clifford,  was  favorable  to  him  in  Maine.  A1 
few  delegates  might  be  picked  up  there.2 

The  meeting  of  Congress  at  the  close  of  the  year  brought 
consolation;  for  Forney  was  elected  clerk  of  the  House,  and 
another  supporter,  Adam  J.  Glossbrenner  Sergeant-at-arms. 
Also  the  refusal  of  the  Democratic  Congress  to  endorse  the 
Compromise  was  taken  as  favorable  to  Buchanan,  and  had 
been  accomplished  partly  by  the  effort  of  his  friends.  Soon 
the  conventions  for  the  choice  of  delegates  would  give  more 
accurate  indications  of  his  prospects.3 

January  8,  the  anniversary  of  the  Battle  of  New  Orleans, 

1  Hunter  Corr.,  pp.  124-14 2;  Parker  to  Buchanan,  Jan.  16,  Mar.  28, 
Apr.  18,  July  20,  30,  Aug.  29,  1851;  Wise  to  Buchanan,  Feb.  20,  Mar.  11, 
Apr.  20,  June  8,  July  8,  1851;  King  to  Buchanan,  March  13,  1831, 
Buchanan  MSS. 

2  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  Sept.  22,  1851,  Toucey  to  Buchanan,  Nov.  13, 
1851,  Buchanan  MSS.;  Clifford,  Nathan  Cliff  ord-Democrat,  pp.  234-261. 

3  Buchanan  to  Marcy,  Nov.  xo,  Dec.  3,  1831,  Marcy  MSS.;  R.  Tyler 
to  Buchanan,  Nov.  30,  1831,  Buchanan  MSS. 
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was  a  popular  date  for  Democratic  State  Conventions.  On 
this  day  in  1852  Tennessee,  Mississippi,  Ohio,  and  Kentucky 
were  to  hold  meetings  of  the  Democracy  for  the  choice  of 
delegates  to  the  National  Convention.  In  the  last  two  Buch¬ 
anan  had  no  chance,  but  from  the  others  he  expected  dele¬ 
gates. 

In  Tennessee  he  had  the  help  of  Cave  Johnson,  while  he 
encountered  the  active  opposition  of  a  group  of  Douglas  men 
largely  stimulated  by  the  desire  of  Gideon  J.  Pillow  to  be¬ 
come  Vice-President.  To  head  off  this  movement  Johnson 
and  his  friends  brought  out  Governor  Trousdale  for  a  Vice- 
Presidential  endorsement,  hoping  thus  by  the  governor’s 
popularity  to  defeat  Pillow  and  choose  a  delegation  for 
Buchanan.  After  a  struggle,  however,  a  compromise  had 
to  be  arranged,  no  instructions  were  given,  Trousdale  and 
Pillow  were  both  recommended  as  worthy  of  the  Vice- 
Presidency.  Of  the  delegates  chosen  six  were  for  Buch¬ 
anan,  six  against  him.1 

In  Mississippi,  as  noted  above,2  the  Democracy  had  suf¬ 
fered  a  split  in  its  ranks  over  the  Compromise  question. 
Now  each  of  the  factions  claimed  to  be  the  true  party.  The 
minority  or  Union  Democrats,  followers  of  Foote,  held  a 
convention  January  5,  and  chose  a  delegation  anticipating! 
the  action  of  the  Southern  Rights  or  majority  party,  who 
were  going  to  meet  on  the  8th.3  To  this  latter  group  Buch¬ 
anan  pinned  his  hopes.  On  the  advice  of  a  friend,  the 
editor  of  the  Mississippicm,  he  had  written  a  letter  which 
was  circulated  among  the  delegates ;  therein  he  set  forth  his 
belief  in  the  Virginia  and  Kentucky  Resolutions,  in  strict 
construction,  and  in  -the  absolute  authority  of  each  state  to 

1  Washington  Union,  Jan.  11,  1852;  Balch  to  Donelson,  Dec.  28,  1851, 
Donelson  MSS. 

2  v.  supra,  p.  25. 

3  Washington  Union,  Jan.  20,  1852. 
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govern  its  own  affairs  including  slavery;  and  he  declared 
strongly  against  centralization  of  power  in  the  federal  gov¬ 
ernment  1 — an  announcement  which  was  very  satisfactory 
to  the  latter  group.  A  delegation  was  chosen  which,  though 
uninstructed,  was  favorable  to  Buchanan.2 

Alabama  was  next  in  line,  and  here  there  were  more 
groupings  than  in  Mississippi.  The  dominant  faction  had 
as  opponents  an  ultra-states-rights  wing  under  Yancey, 
which  claimed  to  yield  allegiance  to  no  party,  and  a  union¬ 
ist  group  led  by  Senator  Jeremiah  L.  Clemens.  The  union¬ 
ists  declined  to  participate  in  either  Whig  or  Democratic 
Conventions  and  called  a  union  gathering  to  meet  in  Wash¬ 
ington  on  the  second  Monday  in  June.  The  states  rights 
group  which  met  on  March  4  also  declined  to  participate  in 
a  national  convention,  but  decided  to  put  off  final  action  till 
after  the  two  conventions  met.  The  large  majority  of  the 
Democrats,  however,  were  believers  in  southern  rights,  and 
the  abstract  right  of  secession,  but,  although  convinced  the 
Compromise  of  1850  was  wrong,  acquiesced  in  it.  These 
looked  up  to  Senator  Bing  as  their  leader,  and  in  their  con¬ 
vention  nominated  him  for  the  Presidency— because  of 
King’s  friendship  for  him  this  course  meant  votes  for  Buch¬ 
anan.3 

During  this  period  Buchanan  had  had  a  group  working 
for  him  in  Maryland.  They  accomplished  little  but  they 
gave  Buchanan  an  opportunity  to  write  a  letter.  I11  re¬ 
sponse  to  an  invitation  “  to  partake  of  a  public  dinner  ”  he 
declared  at  last  that  the  Compromise  was  a  “  finality  ”. 


1  Works,  vol.  viii,  p.  431. 

* These  conflicting  delegations  made  an  agreement 
prior  to.  the  convention  and  supported  Buchanan. 
the  Baltimore  Convention  of  1852  (Hincks),  p.  32. 


among  themselves 
V.  Proceedings  of 
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This  pleased  union  Democrats  and  was  to  have  some  good 
effect  in  the  national  convention.1  Now  the  Pennsylvania 
and  Virginia  conventions  loomed  up. 

Cameron,  Frazer,  Barrett,  Senator  Brodhead,  the  Key¬ 
stone  and  the  Lancasterian,  friends  of  Cass  and  friends  of 
Dallas  had  been  moving  heaven  and  earth  to  bring  about 
Buchanan’s  defeat  at  home.  Their  efforts,  however,  were 
not  proving  fruitful.  Buchanan’s  friends  had  staged  a 
large  rally  in  Lancaster  in  January  to  show  the  spurious 
character  of  the  much  heralded  Cass  meeting  of  September. 
The  proceedings  of  this  meeting  were  spread  abroad  to 
counteract  the  impression  made  by  the  former.  Old  and 
stale  charges  which  had  been  brought  up  against  him  were 
answered.  At  Washington  friends  were  at  work  repelling 
the  insinuations  of  Broadhead  and  Congressman  Dawson. 
When  the  convention  met,  March  4,  Buchanan  was  endorsed 
and  his  delegation  chosen.  His  enemies,  however,  would 
not  be  downed,  and  thirty-three  of  the  one  hundred  and 
thirty-two  delegates  signed  a  protest  against  Buchanan's 
nomination.  Nevertheless  the  convention  was  heralded  as 
a  Buchanan  triumph  and  was  expected  to  aid  him  in  the 
coming  Virginia  meeting.2 

But  before  this  took  place  misfortune  befell.  News  came 
that  California  had  gone  against  Buchanan;  3  Maryland 
failed  in  spite  of  Gilmore’s  efforts,4  but  worse  still  Louisiana 
endorsed  Cass.  With  the  backing  of  Slidell  Buchanan  had 
felt  confident  of  this  state.  The  unforseen  had  happened. 


1  Works,  vol.  viii,  p.  434;  L.  K.  Bowen  to  Buchanan,  Dec.  18,  1851, 
Buchanan  MSS. 

’McClure,  op.  cit.,  vol.  i,  p.  104.  Washington  Union,  Mar.  9,  1852; 
New  York  Herald,  Mar.  7,  1852;  King  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  6,  1852, 
Buchanan  MSS.;  Angel  to  Marcy,  Mar.  n,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.;  Works , 
vol.  viii,  pp.  442-446. 

*  James  Blair  to  F.  P.  Blair,  Jr.,  Mar.  1,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 

‘  Alfred  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  13,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. 
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To  defeat  Soule,  Slidell  had  been  compelled  to  join  with 
the  Cass  forces,  feeling  that  while  Cass  men  might  turn  to 
Buchanan,  Soule’s  Douglas  men  never  would.1  He  had 
made  the  best  of  a  bad  bargain. 

Virginia  yet  remained.  Buchanan  felt  that  his  chances 
hinged  on  her.  “  With  Virginia  in  my  favor  I  shall  be 
nominated,  if  against  me  the  result  is  extremely  doubtful.”  2 
Here  the  work  had  been  going  on  steadily.  The  chief  ob¬ 
stacle  encountered  was  the  hostility  of  the  younger  extrem¬ 
ists  who  laid  claim  to  Senator  Hunter,  then  thought  to  have 
longing  eyes  turned  toward  the  Vice-Presidency  on  a 
ticket  with  Douglas.  To  attract  that  gaze  in  another  direc¬ 
tion  the  Wise  group  threw  their  support  to  Hunter  and  in¬ 
sured  his  re-election  to  the  Senate.  This  was  alleged  to 
have  satisfied  Hunter  and  quieted  the  activity  of  his  friends 
for  Douglas.  Just  at  this  time  Buchanan  was  finally  in¬ 
duced  to  come  to  Richmond.  John  Y.  Mason  had  invited 
him  to  make  a  visit,  Senator  King  had  urged  him  to  come 
to  Washington  for  conference,  and  finally  Gilmore  had  re¬ 
ported  that  certain  Virginians,  such  as  Bocock,  were  afraid 
that  Pennsylvania  was  not  unitedly  'behind  Buchanan.  All 
these  considerations  moved  him,  and  he  arrived  in  Rich¬ 
mond  on  February  11.  Here,  and  a  few  days  later  in 
Washington,  he  devoted  his  time  to.  political  conference. 
Later,  as  the  time  for  the  Virginia  convention  was  drawing 
on,  .it  appeared  that  ex -Govern or  Porter  of  Pennsylvania 
happened  to  be  going  to  Virginia,  so  Buchanan  wrote  Wise 
apprising  him  of  this  fact  and  hinting  that  Porter  might 
be  useful  in  giving  “  accurate  and  reliable  information  on 
the  subject  of  [his]  strength  at  home  and  the  reckless  and 


‘King  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  24,  1852,  .Slidell  to  Penn,  Mar.  11 
Buchanan  MSS.;  Washington  Union ,  Mar.  11,  1852. 

1  Works ,  vol.  viii,  p.  441. 
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disorganizing  character  of  the  opposition  In  addition  he 
provided  Wise  with  material  to  refute  charges.1 

The  impulsive,  hot-headed,  bombastic,  ill-balanced  Wise 
went  on  with  his  work  with  headlong  energy,  emphatically 
demanding  that  Virginia  openly  endorse  Buchanan.  Here, 
however,  precedent  was  against  him.  Virginia  never  in¬ 
structed  her  delegates.  Wise  only  hindered  his  own  cause 
by  his  overabundant  enthusiasm.  No  instructions  were 
given  though  the  Buchanan  supporters  were  in  the  majority. 
Nevertheless  J.  Y.  Mason  could  write,  “  I  think  the  vote  of 
the  state  in  the  Baltimore  Convention  may  be  relied  on  for 
your  man.”  Also  papers  such  as  the  Baltimore  Sun,  W ash- 
ington  Union,  and  the  National  Democrat  declared  the  same. 
John  A.  Parker,  David  R.  Porter,  and  David  Lynch,  all 
trusted  lieutenants,  gave  Buchanan  similar  assurances  on 
the  authority  of  John  S.  Barbour,  president  of  the  Con¬ 
vention,  though  King  regretted  that  Wise  had  pushed  the 
matter  against  precedent  fearing  that  it  had  reacted  to  Buch¬ 
anan’s  disadvantage.  This  wide  publishing  of  the  opinion 
that  Virginia  was  for  Buchanan  alarmed  his  opponents,  and 
in  a  few  days  Barbour  publicly  denied  in  the  columns  of 
the  Union  that  he  had  said  the  Virginia  Convention  was  for 
Buchanan.2 


1  Wise  to  Parker,  Oct.  24,  1851,  Parker  to  Buchanan,  Dec.  26,  1851, 
Jan.  22,  1852,  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  Jan.  25,  1852,  Wise  to  Buchanan, 
Mar.  3,  1852,  Penn  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  20,  1852,  King  to  Buchanan,  Jan. 
16  and  Mar.  24,  1852,  D.  H.  Loudon  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  26,  1852,  John 
Y.  Mason  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  30,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS.,  Works,  vol. 
viii,  pp.  436-446. 

2  Parker  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  31  and  Apr.  1,  1852,  Porter  to  Buchanan, 
Mar.  31,  1852,  Lynch  to  Porter,  Mar.  26,  1852,  King  to  Buchanan,  Mar. 
31,  1852^  Buchanan  MSS.  Parker  suggested  that  as  Barbour  was  seek¬ 
ing  the  support  of  Douglas  for  a  bill  involving  $100,000  or  $200,000,  this 
might  have  influenced  his  change.  It  was  also  reported  that  Barbour  had 
been  approached  when  drunk  and  induced  to  sign  this  denial. 
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The  assurances  from  Virginia  and  the  favorable  report 
of  Gilmore  from  New  England  1  were  count  erweighted  by 
New  Jersey’s  action. 

In  New  Jersey  Commodore  Stockton  was  largely  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  joint  monopoly  of  the  Delaware  and  Raritan 
Canal  and  the  Camden  and  Amboy  Railroad,  which  largely 
dominated  the  state — he  was  for  Buchanan  although  desir¬ 
ous  of  the  nomination  in  the  event  of  none  of  the  promin¬ 
ent  candidates  being  successful.  Consequently  his  men  de¬ 
sired  to  nominate  a  delegation  of  friends  of  Stockton  who 
were  also  friendly  to  Buchanan.  These  plans  aroused  Cass’ 
supporters  and  those  opposed  to  the  power  of  the  monopoly, 
and  the  result  was  that  they  gained  control  of  the  convention 
and  sent  an  uninstructed  delegation  to  Baltimore  to  support 
Cass.  This  was  a  blow  that  almost  made  the  faithful  des¬ 
pair.2 

Meanwhile  Parker  and  Lynch  acted  as  a  self-appointed 
committee  at  Washington  and  dug  out  of  the  files  of  the 
Union  a  sheaf  of  references  to  prove  that  Buchanan  was 
the  first  northern  Democrat  to  make  war  on  the  Wilmot 
Proviso.3  Last-minute  advice  came,  the  tenor  of  which 
was  that  everything  should  be  done  to  conciliate  rivals.  No 
personal  animosity  must  prevent  possible  transfers  of  votes 
in  case  any  of  the  candidates  might  become  hopeless.4  Also 
he  was  complimented  on  his  female  support  and  even  advised 


1  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  April  15,  1852,  Buchanan  MiSIS. 

UVoi-ks  vol.  viii,  p.  451;  Rutan  to  J.  C.  Breckinridge,  May  26,  1852, 
rec  “ridge  MSS. ;  Washington  Union,  May  7  and  12,  1852;  New  York 
Herald .May  9,  1852;  Newark  Morning  Eagle,  May  8,  1852;  Morristown 

lZL«emZraUC  imnZ’  May  S’  I2’  1852 ;  J°hn  R-  Thomson  to- 
Buchanan,  May  1,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. 


“  Parker  to  Buchanan,  May  5,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. 

!;^,^I°USt0n  to  Buchanan>  May  4,  1852;  King  to  Buchanan,  May 
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to  marry  Mrs.  Polk  as  she  was  familiar  with  the  White 
House.1 

As  May  wore  on  delegates  began  to  arrive  in  Washington 
and  a  group  of  better-known  men  became  a  nucleus  for 
Buchanan  work — 'Cave  Johnson,  Isaac  Toucey,  William  R. 
King,  Congressman  Penn  (Slidell’s  lieutenant),  Appleton  of 
Maine,  and  others.  After  deliberation  they  advised  Buch¬ 
anan  not  to  come  to  W ashington,  declaring  it  was  no  place 
for  a  high-minded  man.  To  them  Buchanan  submitted  the 
question  as  to  whether  he  should  answer  the  Scott  letter,2 
following  their  advice  to  do  so.  While  thus  engaged  Gil¬ 
more  wrote  that  the  whole  affair  was  a  fraud.  To  make 
sure,  Buchanan  communicated  with  Mason,  who  telegraphed 
a  reply  that  -the  letter  was  hona  fide.  Thus  assured,  Buch¬ 
anan  sent  two  replies  to  his  Washington  friends  —  one  more 
explicit  than  the  other.  Acting  upon  their  advice  once  more 
he  sent  the  more  explicit,  answering  yes  to  all  the  questions. 

This  group  was  also  -busy  with  last-minute  activities. 
Unpledged  delegates  were  arriving  in  Washington  who  might 
be  won.  Douglas  was  plead  with,  as  he  was  urging* 
his  claims,  to  wait  four  years  when  Pennsylvania  would  aid 
him.  Also  there  were  hints  of  defection  in  the  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  delegation  itself.  Some  wanted  to  bring  out  Dallas 
—Van  Dyke  reported  he  was  offered  any  office  if  he  would 
go  for  Dallas  after  Buchanan  was  through.  Congressman 
Dawson  was  attacking  Buchanan.  He  was  accused  of  not 
being  right  on  the  tariff.  Cameron’s  aids  offered  to  wager 
$10,000  that  Buchanan  could  not  carry  Pennsylvania.  Buch¬ 
anan’s  friends  hastened  to  cover  the  bet  but  Cameron 
money  was  not  forthcoming.  In  spite  of  this,  the  story 
circulated  soon  after  from  Cameron  sources  that  Buchanan 

1  Johnson  to  Buchanan,  May  6,  1852,  ibid. 

2  v.  p.  46,  n.  7. 
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men  load  refused  to  take  the  wager.  Thus  there  was  this 
continual  sniping  and  wire-pulling  until  the  delegates  left 
Washington  for  Baltimore,  and  then  the  scene  only  shifted.1 

Thus  the  Buchanan  forces  went  to  the  convention  with 
the  open  endorsement  of  Pennsylvania  and  the  implied  sup¬ 
port  of  the  “  Old  Dominion  ”,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  North 
Carolina,  and  Arkansas.  In  other  words,  Virginia  with 
an  important  nucleus  of  states  rights  delegations  was  in 
alliance  with  Pennsylvania.  Would  this  combination  be 
strong  enough  ? 

Meanwhile  at  Wheatland  near  Lancaster  Buchanan  ex¬ 
pectantly  waited.  He  had  done  what  he  thought  befitting 
his  dignity  to  gain  the  prize,  his  lieutenants  had  worked  hard. 
What  was  to  be  the  result? 

1Toucey  to  Buchanan,  May  16,  1852;  King  to  Buchanan,  May  17,  1852; 
Penn  to  Buchanan,  May  22,  1852;  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  May  23,  1852 ; 
King  to  Buchanan,  May  24,  1852;  Porter  to  Buchanan,  May  24,  1852; 
Van  Dyke  to  Buchanan,  May  24,  1852;  Mason  to  Buchanan,  May  26, 
1852;  'Cave  Johnson  to  Buchanan,  May  29,  1852;  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,, 
May  29,  1852;  Van  Dyke  to  Buchanan,  May  30,  1852;  Buchanan  MS'S. 


CHAPTER  V 


Jackson's  Heir 

When  Jackson  died  his  mantle  descended  upon  Martin 
Van  Buren,  Thomas  Hart  Benton,  his  chosen  successors, 
and  Francis  P.  Blair,  Sr.,  his  editor.  But  new  leaders  had 
arisen  and  Robert  J.  Walker  and  John  C.  Calhoun  had  drag¬ 
ged  that  mantle  in  the  dust.  To  the  old  leaders,  Van 
Buren,  Benton  and  Blair,  there  still  remained  loyal  a  rem¬ 
nant  who  sighed  for  other  days  and  other  times  and  remem¬ 
bered  the  years  of  power.  They  styled  themselves  the 
“  True  Jacksonian  Democracy  ” ;  the  others,  to  adopt  Ben¬ 
ton’s  vivid  phraseology  were  the  “  rottens  ”.  The  hope  of 
regaining  control  had  never  died  out  and  while  1852  was 
yet  afar  off  Jackson’s  heirs  were  making  plans.1 

In  January,  1851,  prospects  were  not  bright.  Benton  was 
defeated  for  reelection  to  the  Senate  and  the  old  Jackson 
influence  had  almost  disappeared  from  Congress.  But  one 
way  seemed  open.  The  national  party  convention  had  pro¬ 
ved  disastrous  to  this  group;  it  had  defeated  Van  Buren  in 
1844.  Consequently  to  the  little  Jacksonian  coterie  in 
Washington,  Francis  P.  Blair,  Sr.  and  Congressmen  Pres¬ 
ton  King  of  New  York  and  David  Wilmot  of  Pennsylvania, 
it  seemed  that  Benton  should  announce  his  independent  can¬ 
didacy  immediately  without  endorsement  by  a  party  con¬ 
vention,  going  back  to  the  old  days  when  candidates  were 
nominated  “  whenever  two  or  three  ....  could  be  gathered 
together  in  Legislative  Halls,  in  towns  or  at  crossroads  or 


1  I.  O.  Barnes  to  B.  F.  Butler,  12  Mar.,  1851,  Butler  MSS. 
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wherever  the  spirit  moved.”  He  was  to  announce  himself 
as  the  champion  of  the  old  order  of  “  retrenchment,  reform, 
judicial  pacification,  unsparing  denunciation  of  the  doctrine 
of  secession  and  all  doubters  about  the  union.”  The  point 
of  this  action  would  be  to  make  “the  politicians  see  that 
those  who  were  sick  of  the  corrupt  intriguing  selfish 
sort  of  government  set  up  over  the  people  by  rogues 
(whose  trade  is  buying  and  selling  all  that  belonged  to 
the  people)  were  in  earnest  in  the  purpose  of  choosing 
some  man  for  President  who  would  put  down  with  a  strong, 
hand  and  begin  a  new  Jackson  Era.”  This  they  thought 
would  give  Benton  such  prestige  before  the  people  that  the 
Democratic  leaders  would  be  compelled  to  take  him  or  be 
defeated  by  his  bolt. 

Blair  got  the  consent  of  Martin  Van  Buren.  but  the  active 
and  practical  politician  of  the  family  in  those  years,  John 
Van  Buren,  saw  immediately  that  Benton  because  of  his 
personality  and  his  neutral  views  in  regard  to  slavery  would 
not  be  eligible  for  the  support  of  the  New  York  barnburn¬ 
ers.  Blair,  however,  acted  upon  Martin  V an  Buren’s  ap¬ 
proval,  and  about  February  i,  1851,  approached  Benton  on 
the  subject.  Benton  immediately  declined.  He  had  his 
memoirs  to  write  and  also  was  going  to  get  back  into  Con¬ 
gress  ;  besides  he  had  another  candidate. 

The  Democracy  in  New1  England  had  not,  for  many  years, 
been  in  a  flourishing  condition.  Of  the  six  states  in  that  sec¬ 
tion  Massachusetts  and  Vermont  had  never  cast  an  elec- 
toial  vote  for  a  Democrat,  and  in  the  last  three  campaigns 
Rhode  Island  and  Connecticut  had  been  carried  by  the  Whigs. 
Maine  had  redeemed  herself  from  her  Whig  enthusiasm  of 
1840  by  votes  for  Polk  and  Cass  in  1844  and  1848,  but 
only  New  Hampshire  had  remained  steadily  faithful.  This 
faithfulness  had  given  the  Granite  State  much  weight  in  the 
national  councils.  Her  leading  son  was  Justice  Levi  Wood- 
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bury  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  ex-United 
States  Senator,  ex-Secretary  of  the  Treasury  under  Jack- 
son  and  Van  Buren,  firm  Jackson  supporter  with  no  bias 
for  or  against  slavery.  He  represented  the  presidential 
hopes  of  a  group  of  New  England  politicians  desirous  of 
increasing  the  influence  of  the  section  in  the  party.  The 
nucleus  of  this  group  was  found  in  New  Hampshire,  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  and  Maine.  In  New  Hampshire  the  so-called 
“  Concord  Cabal  ”,  a  group  of  railway  lawyers,  Charles  G. 
Atherton,  Charles  H.  Peaslee  and  Franklin  Pierce  were 
Woodbury’s  backers.  In  Massachusetts  he  was  supported 
by  his  brother-in-law,  Isaac  O.  Barnes,  ex-marshal,  and  his 
nephew,  Charles  Levi  Woodbury;  these  were  allied  with  cer¬ 
tain  politicians  such  as  Caleb  Cushing  and  Benjamin  F. 
Butler  of  Massachusetts,  who  were  at  war  with  Cass’  sup¬ 
porters,  Hallett  and  Greene.  Hannibal  Hamlin,  United 
States  Senator  from  Maine,  had  the  following  of  a  large 
proportion  of  the  Democrats  of  that  state  in  his  conflict  with 
hunkers  or  “  wildcats  ” ;  the  Hamlin  men,  often  called  free- 
soilers,  were  desirous  of  nominating  Woodbury. 

At  the  time  when  Benton  needed  a  name  to  use  in  his  fight 
against  his  enemies  in  Missouri,  the  Woodbury  movement 
was  becoming  apparent.  Benton  did  not  have  the  highest 
regard  for  Woodbury  but  after  communication  with  Senator 
Hamlin  he  decided  to  support  the  judge.  Benton’s  friends, 
the  Van  Burens  and  Blairs,  were  not  very  favorable  to  his 
choice.  John  Van  Buren  openly  balked  at  aiding  Wood¬ 
bury  and  Blair  neither  liked  nor  trusted  him.  But  in  spite 
of  their  dislike  Benton  and  Blair  accepted  him  because  he 
was  the  candidate  most  obnoxious  to  Cass,  Buchanan  and 
Marcy,  and  because  he  was  “  available  ”.  He  had  been  on 
the  bench  for  the  last  six  years,  consequently  he  had  been 
out  of  political  controversy.  He  had  never  antagonized  the 
south,  in  fact  he  had  received  a  majority  of  the  votes  of 
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Georgia  and  Alabama  in  the  convention  of  1848.  Above 
all,  he  had  been  one  of  the  Jackson  regime.1 

At  Benton’s  solicitation,  Woodbury  gave  him  his  con¬ 
sent  to  manage  his  campaign  in  the  south  and  west.  “  Old 
Bullion  ”  began  writing  editorials  in  favor  of  the  judge  and 
contemplated  establishing  a  paper  in  Washington.  The 
New  England  manoeuvers  were  started  by  the  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  Democracy.  They  formally  placed  him  in  nomination 
at  their  convention  June  11,  1851.  During  the  summer  the 


project  gained  some  momentum  and  then  September  4, 
Judge  Woodbury  died.2 

His  supporters  were  at  sea.  Who  would  take  his  place? 
Talk  of  Benton  was  again  revived  3  but  another  figure  was 
coming  to  the  fore.  Samuel  Houston  had  long  enjoyed  the 
glamour  of  a  picturesque  career.  He  had  occasionally  been 
mentioned  as  a  presidential  possibility  and  now  his  friends 
began  to  hope  that  he  might  receive  the  Woodbury  support. 
He  was  popular  in  New  England;  Hamlin  favored  him  and 
his  organ,  the  Augusta  Age,  began  to  puff  him.  In  Con¬ 
necticut  Gideon  Welles  was  favorable  to  him.  Those  who 
were  inclined  toward  free  soil  doctrines  felt  that  they  could 
depend  on  him  more  than  upon  any  other  southerner.  For 
lovers  of  the  Union  he  was  conspicuous  as  being  the  only 
Senator  to  vote  for  all  of  the  Compromise  measures.  John 
A.  Dix  wrote  almost  immediately  after  Woodbury’s  death  to 
Blair,  suggesting  that  he  talk  with  Benton  about  pushing 


1  F.  P.  Blair,  Sr.  to  Martin  Van.1  Buren,  Dec.  30,  1850  and'  Jan. 

26,  1851;  Preston  King  to  John  Van  Buren,  Feb.  6  and  25,  1851;  John 
Van  Buren  to  Martin  Van  Buren,  Mar.  4,  1851 ;  F.  P.  Blair,  Sr.  to  John 
Van  Buren,  Mar.  24,  1851;  Van  Buren  MSS.  Bigelow,  Retrospections 
of  an  Active  Life,  vol.  i,  p.  112. 

2  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  June  17,  1851,  Van  Buren  MSS.;  Hamlin,  Life 
of  Hamlin,  pp.  250-6 ;  New  Hampshire  Patriot,  June  19,  September 
10,  1851. 

3  Welles  to  John  M.  Niles,  Sept.  9,  1851,  Welles  MSS. 
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Houston.  Blair  really  had  favored  Houston  more  than 
Woodbury  and  was  nothing  loath.  But  Benton  vetoed  the 
scheme.  Houston’s  past  was  against  him;  he  had  deserted 
his  wife  and  fled  to  Texas.  His  residence  in  that  slave 
locality  would  enable  the  Whigs  to  draw  away  northern 
Democrats.1  Besides  these,  other  difficulties  were  in  the 
way. 

On  August  22,  1851,  there  had  appeared  in  the  New. 
York  Herald  a  group  of  letters  known  as  the  Greer  corres¬ 
pondence.  A  writer  purporting  to  be  C.  H.  Donaldson, 
a  member  of  the  National  Committee  from  Texas,  and  N. 
C.  Greer  of  Iowa  sent  letters  to  various  prominent  Demo¬ 
crats  of  all  branches  including  Giddings,  Chase,  Cobb,  B. 
F.  Hallett  (Chairman  of  the  National  Committee)  and 
many  others  asking  for  advice  as  to  when  to  hold  the 
national  convention.  Donaldson  appeared  to  be  in  favor 
of  Houston,  and  in  a  letter  of  his  to  Greer,  which  was  in 
the  lot,  linked  up  Houston’s  name  with  prominent  free 
soilers.  The  reason  for  this  letter  writing  has  never  been 
found.  Donaldson  does  not  seem  to  have  existed  at  all.2 
But  mysterious  as  it  was  the  affair  injured  Houston  in  so 
far  as  it  made  it  appear  that  his  friends  were  courting  free 
soil  support,3  in  spite  of  his  denial  of  any  connection  with 
it.  Houston’s  friends  claimed  a  plot  had  been  hatched  to 
make  it  appear  that  Houston  was  trying  to  become  President 
by  means  of  a  secret  and  disruptable  bargain  with  the  free 
soilers. 


1  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Sept.  14,  1851,  Van  Buren  MSS. 

3  While  it  is  not  known  who  was  the  author  of  the  Donaldson  letters, 
they  actually  were  sent  and  replied  to.  One  of  them  still  exists  and  may 
be  found  in  the  Toombs  Corr.,  p.  244,  where  it  is  wrongly  attributed  to 
Andrew  J.  Donelson.  The  Augusta  Age  on  Oct.  16,  1851,  suggested  the 
author  might  be  ex-iSenator  Westcott  of  Florida,  then  an  editor  of 
the  Herald. 

*  N.  V.  Herald,  Aug.  22,  Aug.  30,  Sept.  25,  28,  Oct.  n,  13,  1851,  Jan. 
11,  1852,  Augusta  (Me.)  Age,  Sept.  18,  Oct.  16,  Nov.  6,  1851. 
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Not  only  was  Houston  tainted  with  free  soil,  but  he  was 
a  temperance  advocate.  His  various  lectures  on  that  sub- 
juct  delivered  in  different  sections  brought  down  the  dis¬ 
pleasure  of  those  who  felt  that  the  Maine  Law  was  not  to 
be  tolerated.1  His  prominent  support  gradually  dwindled 
down  to  that  of  his  colleague,  Senator  Thomas  J.  Rusk, 
who  had  published  a  letter  in  his  behalf,  and  who  further 
declared  for  him  in  answer  to  the  Scott  letters.2  In  spite 
of  all,  many,  especially  in  New  England,  preferred  Houston, 
but  the  superior  availability  of  other  candidates  prevailed. 
Houston  remained  hopeful  and  occasionally  even  up  to  the 
time  of  the  convention  he  was  spoken  of  as  a  possibility,  but 
for  all  intents  and  purposes  he  was  out  of  it. 

After  Benton  refused  to  take  up  Houston,  Blair  im¬ 
mediately  suggested  William  O.  Butler  of  Kentucky.  This 
tall  rugged  old  soldier,  who  resembled  Jackson  in  appear¬ 
ance,  had  been  a  protege  of  “  Old  Hickory  ”.  He  had 
fought  with  distinction  in  the  Mexican  War  and  had  been 
placed  upon  the  Cass  ticket  in  1848  as  its  southern  repre¬ 
sentative.  Benton  readily  consented  to  support  him.  The 
dull,  trusting  and  honest  Kentuckian  fitted  the  needs  of  these 
men.  He  lived  in  a  slave  state  and  owned  a  few  slaves; 
this  would  suffice  for  the  south.  On  the  other  hand,  he 
came  from  a  Pennsylvania  family,  many  of  whom  had  been 
soldiers  ;  in  regard  to  slavery  he  was  known  to  be  against 
its  extension  and  in  favor  of  gradual  legal  emancipation," 
these  circumstances  and  opinions  would  make  him  accept¬ 
able  in  the  north.  For  Blair  and  Benton,  too,  he  had  the 
added  qualification  of  his  hatred  of  the  Polk-Walker  regime 
which  had  treated  him  badly  as  a  general,  and  had  preferred 
Cass  to  him  as  a  candidate  in  1848.  His  great  friendship 


lN.  Y.  Herald,  Feb.  2,  18  and  19,  1852. 
1  Augusta  Age,  June  5,  1852. 
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for  “  Old  Hickory  ”  also  had  its  effect  and,  last  but  not 
least,  Benton  felt  he  could  influence  him.  Obviously  he 
was  the  man.1  Thus  within  two  weeks  after  Woodbury’s 
death  a  candidate  was  in  his  place.  Then  began  the  drive 
to  get  support  for  him. 

And  never  was  there  such  a  pair  of  managers.  Thomas 
Hart  Benton,  as  opinionated  a  man  as  ever  lived,  had  an 
overwhelming  sense  of  his  own  importance.  He  seemed  to 
feel  that  the  only  necessary  step  was  the  announcement  of 
the  fact  that  Benton  had  chosen  Butler  for  President  and  a 
worshipping  populace  would  reverently  approach  the  polls 
to  say  Amen.  His  co-worker,  Francis  Preston  Blair,  suf¬ 
fered  from  enthusiasms  and  violently  loved  and  hated;  since 
Jackson’s  death  Van  Buren  was  his  patron  saint  and  Thomas 
Ritchie  his  chief  enemy.  Possessed  of  a  moderate  fortune 
he  peacefully  farmed  his  broad  acres  at  Silver  Spring,  oc- 
casionallly  riding  into  Washington  from  Maryland  to  see  his 
old  partner  Rives  or  to  chat  with  old  acquaintances  at  the 
Capitol.  Politically  he  had  been  dead  since  1845.  He  now 
was  certain  that  all  that  was  necessary  was  to  bring  forward 
Butler  as  the  heir  of  Jackson  and  immediately  all  the  en¬ 
thusiasm  of  1828  and  1832  would  be  unleashed  and  would 
sweep  Butler  into  the  White  House  as  the  apostle  of  a  puri¬ 
fied  Democracy.  But  as  practical  John  Van  Buren  said, 
“  Benton  and  Blair  are  so  inattentive  to  details  and  mix  so 
little  with  men  that  I  doubt  if  they  can  give  [a  candidate] 
ten  votes  in  a  national  convention  whereas  they  will  cer¬ 
tainly  drive  more  than  that  from  him.”  2  Into  the  hands 
of  the  self-blinded  Benton  and  the  visionary  Blair,  Gen. 
Butler,  honest,  confiding — one  is  almost  tempted  to  say 


1  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Sept.  14,  1851;  Van  Buren  MSS.;  Bigelow  to 
Chas.  Sumner,  Sept.  22,  1851,  Sumner  MSS.;  Welles  to  John  M.  Niles, 
Oct.  12,  1851,  Welles  MS'S. 

2  John  Van  Buren  to  Martin  Van  Buren,  Mar.  4, 1851,  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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simpleminded — commended  his  candidacy,  rather  awe-struck 
and  conscience-stricken  that  his  name  should  even  be  thought 
of  before  that  of  his  former  running  mate,  Cass.  How  far 
were  the  blind  to  lead  the  blind? 

First  of  all,  Blair,  who  knew  Butler’s  simplicity  and  open¬ 
ness,  got  him  to  promise  not  to  commit  himself  to  anything 
or  write  any  letters.  Then  Blair  and  Benton  got  in  touch 
with  Dix,  hoping  to  rally  the  barnburners’  strength.  Here, 
however,  they  found  that  Marcy  was  dividing  the  friends 
of  Van  Buren.  Most  important  of  all  was  the  endorse¬ 
ment  of  Butler’s  own  state  and  Blair’s  efforts  were  put  forth 
in  that  direction. 

He  conferred  with  the  members  of  the  Kentucky  delega¬ 
tion  in  Congress  among  whom  was  his  kinsman,  John  C. 
Breckinridge,  and  suggested  that  they  write  back  to  their 
friends  in  Kentucky  to  get  Butler  nominated  at  the  coming 
state  convention.  This  idea  did  not  at  first  appeal  to  them, 
but  after  Blair  had  shown  them  a  letter  he  was  sending  to 
Governor  Powell  they  decided  to  work  for  Butler,  and 
Breckinridge,  at  least,  entered  into  correspondence  with 
Kentucky  lieutenants.1 

Elsewhere  Butler  s  candidacy  began  to  grow  in  popularity. 
His  character  suited  the  needs  of  many  who  were,  to  say 
the  least,  derisive  when  Benton,  Blair,  or  Van  Buren  were 
mentioned.  His  honesty  and  simplicty,  his  military  fame 
and  his  freedom  from  the  taint  of  politics  made  a  popular 
appeal.  Blair  had  encouraging  reports  from  the  west.  Jesse 
D.  Bright  of  Indiana  assured  him  that  Butler  would  have 
the  vote  of  that  state  in  the  Convention.  The  support  by 
the  barnburners  of  Marcy,  it  was  rumored,  was  only  a 
blind  to  get  delegates  for  Butler.  In  New  England  Benton 
and  Hamlin  were  corresponding.  The  Bostonians  who  had 


1  Benton  to  Dix,  Nov.  4,  1851 ;  Blair  to  Van 
and  Jan.  2,  1852;  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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planned  to  push  Woodbury  had  had  several  meetings  to 
consider  whom  they  should  put  in  his  place,  and  had  infor¬ 
mally  decided  to  take  up  Butler  with  Pierce  for  Vice-Presi¬ 
dent  to  represent  N£w  England  on  the  ticket.  Plans  were 
on  foot  to  have  him  formally  nominated  by  the  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  state  convention  and  )by  the  Maine  and  Massachusetts 
legislative  caucuses.  New  England  seemed  to  be  rallying 
to  the  standard.1 

Butler’s  candidacy  was  becoming  formidable  and  his  stock; 
was  rising  when  on  January  8,  the  Kentucky  Democracy 
assembled  in  convention.  Their  favorite  son  had  been  the 
object  of  attacks  and  his  opponents  had  been  persistently 
calling  him  the  free  soil  candidate  and  pointing  to  the 
Benton-Blair-Van  Buren  support  as  proof.  His  boom,  it 
was  charged,  was  the  result  of  a  plot  hatched  by  Blair  and 
Van  Buren  on  a  fishing  trip  on  the  St.  Lawrence  and  con¬ 
summated  at  a  meeting  between  Blair  and  Butler  on  an 
Ohio  steamboat.2  These  attacks  annoyed  the  General,  who 
was  by  no  means  an  ardent  candidate,  and  who  did  not  feel 
quite  right  about  seeking  the  place  which  Cass  was  being 
groomed  for.  Consequently  when  the  Kentuckians  friendly 
to  Cass,  who  were  in  control  of  the  party  in  the  state,  felt 
called  upon  by  the  popular  clamor  to  endorse  Butler  they  de¬ 
cided  to  tack  Cass’  principles  to  the  endorsement.  In  this 
platform  was  a  plank  declaring  that  Congress  had  no  power 
to  prohibit  a  slave-holder  from  carrying  his  slaves  into  any 
territory  of  the  United  States.  Butler  felt  it  was  but  hon¬ 
orable  to  make  known  his  deep  convictions  and  thus  rid 


‘Barnes  to  Breckinridge,  Jan.  19,  1852,  J.  C.  Breckinridge  MSS.; 
Hamlin,  op.  cit.,  pp.  250-6;  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Jan.  18,  1852,  Van 
Buren  MSS. 

*  There  was  just  enough  truth  in  these  charges  to  make  them  plausible. 
Blair  had  visited  Van  Buren  and  had  met  Butler  quite  by  accident  an 
a  trip  west ;  these  events  had  in  reality  little  political  significance.  Blair 
to  Van  Buren,  Nov.  24,  1851  and  Feb.  18,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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himself  of  the  odium  of  the  free  soil  name.  Therefore 
when  the  resolutions  were  submitted  to  him,  before  their 
adoption  by  the  convention,  he  approved  them — in  spite  of 
his  promise  to  Blair  to  make  no  commitments.  The  pub¬ 
lication  of  these  resolutions  struck  consternation  in  the 
hearts  of  some  of  his  northern  friends;  Bigelow  of  the  New 
York  Evening  Post  feared  he  had  killed  himself  politically. 
His  closer  friends  like  Blair  and  Preston  King  were  inclined 
to  excuse  it  as  a  necessary  concession  to  the  south,  feeling 
confident  that  the  General  would  not  do  anything  to  per¬ 
mit  slavery  to  spread.  Some  were  sure  that  the  resolutions 
had  been  passed  without  Butler’s  knowledge.1  But  the  mat¬ 
ter  did  not  end  here. 

The  Thirty-Second  Congress  became  the  scene  of  much 
political  jockeying.  The  Democratic  caucus  had  voted 
down  a  resolution  endorsing  the  Compromise  while  the 
Whigs  had  adopted  one.  Consequently  the  latter  party 
claimed,  and  on  all  possible  occasions  attempted  to  prove, 
that  they  were  the  only  true  Compromise  party,  and  that  the 
Democrats  were  controlled  by  an  alliance  of  southern  and 
northern  radicals.  The  opening  gun  was  fired  on  February 
3,  1852,  when  Representative  E.  C.  Cabell  of  Florida,  a 
Whig,  rose  in  the  House  while  it  was  in  committee  of  the 
whole  on  a  bill  for  the  “  Assignability  of  Bounty  Land  War¬ 
rants  ”.  He  took  for  his  text  a  newspaper  appeal  to  the 
Constitutional  Union  men  of  Georgia  to  send  delegates  to 
the  National  Democratic  Convention.  This  appeal  he  ridi¬ 
culed  on  the  ground  that  the  Democrats  were  the  last  ones 
who  would  satisfy  the  Georgians  by  endorsing  the  Com- 

1  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Jan.  24,  Feb.  18,  Feb.  22  and  Mar.  2,  1852, 
Van  Buren  MSS.;  Bigelow  to  Sumner,  Feb.  1,  1852,  Sumner  MSS.; 
Wm.  Tanner,  Dec.  11  and  27,  1851,  Feb.  3,  1852,  W.  W.  Stapp,  Jan.  2, 

t  ?’  M?riweather>  24,  1852,  W.  O.  Butler,  Feb.  3,  1852,  all  to 
John  Breckinridge,  J.  C  Breckinridge  MSS. 
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promise;  the  Whig  Convention  surely  would.  He  predicted 
that  the  Democratic  Convention,  like  the  House  caucus, 
would  vote  down  the  Compromise,  and,  what  was  worse, 
would  nominate  “  some  such  man  as  William  O.  Butler  of 
Kentucky,  a  man  whose  opinions  are  not  known,  except 
that  he  has  happened  to  own  some  slaves,  and  who  will  be 
sustained  by  Van  Buren  and  Company  as  a  southern  man 
with  northern  sentiments,  and  by  the  Southern  Rights  men 
as  one  of  themselves  ”,  in  other  words  he  would  be  a  “  mum 
candidate  Cabell  also  made  some  disparaging  remarks 
as  to  Kentucky’s  fondness  for  this  kind  of  a  candidate, 
pointing  to  Butler’s  endorsement  by  the  state  convention.1 

The  situation  made  by  this  Whig  attack,  unpleasant  as  it 
was  to  Kentucky  and  her  son,  Butler,  was  made  more  un¬ 
bearable  by  one  even  more  bitter.  Butler  by  refusing  to 
support  a  fellow  Kentuckian,  Lewis  Sanders,  in  a  local  elec¬ 
tion  had  made  an  enemy  of  him  and  his  sons.  One  of  these 
was  George  N.  Sanders,  a  hot-headed,  ill-balanced,  vindic¬ 
tive  man,  a  varitable  stormy  petrel  in  politics.  He  was 
determined  to  do  all  he  could  to  injure  Butler.  Conse¬ 
quently  in  his  capacity  as  editor  of  the  Democratic  Review 
he  launched  forth  into  a  fiery  denunciation  of  the  candidate. 
For  his  February  issue  he  wrote  a  vitriolic  attack  on  Butler 
as  a  candidate  of  unknown  principles  who  must  be  taken 
on  trust;  in  this  article  he  carried  his  venom  to  downright 
scurrilous  insult.2 

These  attacks  incensed  patriotic  Kentuckians,  and  John 
C.  Breckinridge,  who  had  received  much  urging  from  his 
friends,  decided  to  reply.  On  March  3,  1852,  when  the 
House  had  resolved  itself  into  a  committee  of  the  whole  on 
the  Homestead  Bill  he  rose  and  answered  the  attack.  In 

*  Cong.  Globe ,  32nd  Cong.,  1  Scss.,  p.  4-54* 

3  Democratic  Review,  vol.  xxx,  p.  182.  James  G.  Leach  to  J.  C. 
Breckinridge,  Jan.  27,  1852,  Breckinridge  MSlS. 
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the  course  of  his  reply  he  showed  conclusively  that  Butler  s 
opinions  were  known — pointed  to  his  career  in  Congress 
during  which  he  had  voted  for  the  “  gag  ”  resolution  and 
against  its  repeal.  He  also  read  a  letter  to  Blair  from 
Butler  in  which  the  latter  openly  avowed  that  he  had  been 
consulted  about  the  Kentucky  resolutions  beforehand,  and 
that  he  firmly  agreed  with  them.  This  open  avowal  of  the 
General’s  concurrence  in  the  Kentucky  resolutions  finished 
him  in  the  eyes  of  free  soil  democrats  and  left  no  room  for 
any  lingering  doubts  as  to  his  responsibility  for  these  here¬ 
sies.1 

All  the  support  which  had  been  gathering  melted  away 
like  snow  in  spring-time.  The  leaders,  or  rather  the  panicky 
followers  of  what  they  thought  was  public  opinion,  im¬ 
mediately  took  fright.  True  the  Butler  whom  they  were 
now  deserting  was  the  same  Butler  that  they  had  been  sup¬ 
porting,  his  late  utterances  gave  voice  to  opinions  which 
they  had  been  well  aware  that  he  possessed.  The  unpardon¬ 
able  sin  was  that  they  had  been  published  in  black  and  white 
so  that  they  could  be  quoted.  For  when  these  southern 
opinions  were  quoted  those  who  because  of  principle  or 
necessity  were  so  placed  that  they  could  not  oppose  “  free 
soil  ”  doctrines,  could  not  defend  their  candidate.  Butler 
had  violated  one  of  the  fundamental  rules  of  1852  and  had 
expressed  an  honest  opinion  which  might  be  used  against 
him  before  a  considerable  body  of  voters,  consequently  he 
was  now  unavailable. 

In  this  manner  Butler  was  killed  in  the  north  and  his 
supporters  were  without  a  standard-bearer.  The  Speaker 
of  the  House,  Boyd  of  Kentucky,  thought  himself  a  fit  suc¬ 
cessor,  and  one  morning  in  March  each  member  of  Con- 


1  Cong.  Globe,  32  ‘Cong.,  1  Sess.,  Appendix,  pp.  299-302;  F.  P.  Blair 
to  J.  C.  Breckinridge,  Feb.  6,  1852,  P.  R.  George  to  J.  C.  Breckinridge, 
Mar.  23,  1852,  J.  C.  Breckinridge  M'SS. 
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gress  found  Boyd’s  biography  laid  on  his  desk  and  his  can¬ 
didacy  formally  announced.  However,  .this  boom  “  died  a- 
borning  ”  and  Boyd  relapsed  into  his  dull  routine  of  pre¬ 
siding  ponderously  and  stupidly  over  the  House.1  Blair 
yearned  half-heartedly  for  Houston,  but  confessed  himself 
through  with  president-making.2  The  New  York  support 
turned  to  Marcy  and  New  England  had  plans  of  its  own. 
Nevertheless  the  idea  of  Butler  remained  in  the  background 
and  in  spite  of  a  letter  of  his  withdrawing  in  favor  of 
Case  3  the  assembling  of  the  Convention  found  him  a  poten¬ 
tiality  still. 

Meanwhile  this  lack  of  coherence  among  the  northern 
leaders,  the  general  feeling  that  the  more  prominent  candi¬ 
dates  could  not  succeed,  the  local  conditions  peculiar  to  New 
York  State,  these  had  all  combined  to  bring  forward  an¬ 
other  Democratic  warhorse. 

1  Geo.  N.  Sanders  to  Breckinridge,  undated,  J.  C.  Breckinridge  MSS. ; 
Washington  Union,  Mar.  6,  1852. 

2  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Feb.  24,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 

*New  Orleans  Weekly  Delta,  June  13,  1852. 


CHAPTER  VI 


The  Statesman  of  the  Democracy 

Again  must  we  speak  of  barnburners  and  hunkers,  soft- 
shells  and  hard-shells,  again  must  we  delve  into  the  intrica¬ 
cies  of  New  York  politics.  It  is  repetition  to  say  that  the 
barnburners  and  hunkers  were  in  a  continual  struggle  for 
control  of  the  New  York  Democracy.  It  has  already  been 
stated  that  the  struggle  had  split  the  hunkers  and  that  the 
soft-shell  portion  had  formed  an  alliance  with  the  barn¬ 
burners  against  the  hard-shells.  But  these  facts  must  again 
be  our  text  or  no  adequate  understanding  can  be  had  of  the 
events  that  so  nearly  made  William  L.  Marcy  President  of 
the  United  States. 

Soon  after  the  reunion  of  1849  the  lines  began  to  form 
for  1852.  The  hard-shells  were  determined  that  the  barn¬ 
burners  must  do  penance  for  1848  by  swearing  fealty  to 
Cass.  The  barnburners  were  just  as  determined  that  they 
would  have  none  of  Cass.  The  soft-shells  were  his  friends, 
how  could  they  be  wooed  from  his  standard  to  support  a 
leader  favored  by  their  allies.  To  Flagg  and  his  barnburner 
associates  occurred  a  scheme.1  They  would  support  a  pro¬ 
minent  soft-shell  and  appeal  to  the  people  of  the  state  to 
back  a  New  York  candidate — this  would  win  the  softs, 
prove  popular  with  the  masses  and  relieve  them  of  the  dil¬ 
emma  of  opposing  Cass,  for  the  favorite  son  by  unwritten 
law  had  first  claim  to  all  local  support.  Who  was  to  be  this 
one?  In  Albany  in  retirement  lived  a  man  whose  biography 

1  Flagg  to  Van  Buren,  Jan.  26,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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filled  many  pages,  Governor,  Senator,  Judge,  Comptroller, 
Secretary  of  War — in  public  life  for  thirty  years,  William  L. 
Marcy  was  a  man  known  to  all.  Shrewd,  clear-headed,  with 
a  dry  humor,  philosophical  temperament  and  well-developed 
political  sense  he  was  the  most  statesmanlike  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  politicians.  Untroubled  by  moral  scruples  as  to  the 
question  of  slavery  he  was  ever  ready  to  give  the  south  her 
legal  rights.  A  man  whose  first  law  was  expediency,  he 
had  been  willing  to  receive  back  the  barnburners  and  for¬ 
get  the  past.  He  was  for  party  harmony  at  all  times,  for 
was  he  not  the  author  of  the  phrase  ‘  To  the  victor  belongs 
the  spoils  To  the  eager  barnburners  he  was  the  man. 

Early  in  1851  his  name  began  to  be  mentioned  and  Marcy, 
who  was  in  Washington,  began  to  receive  rumors  of  barn¬ 
burner  support.  He  was  none  too  well  pleased.  He  was 
growing  old,  the  fires  of  politicial  ambition  were  burning 
low.  His  books,  his  whist,  an  occasional  journey  to  Wash¬ 
ington  were  enough.  He  felt  that  his  life  had  been  lived. 
Besides  he  was  a  friend  of  Cass  and  he  trusted  none  too 
well  the  Greeks  bearing  gifts.  He  saw  through  their 
motives  and  had  no  wish  to  be  their  tool.1  The  support  of 
barnburners  like  John  Van  Buren  he  felt  would  damn  him 
to  begin  with  and  he  sensed  that  he  was  being  tricked  to  use 
his  influence  and  that  of  his  friends  to  secure  “  a  set  of 
delegates  who  though  ostensibly  for  [him  could]  be  used 
in  the  national  convention  for  ulterior  purposes  ”  by  the 
barnburners.2  To  aid  such  a  cause  he  would  take  no  active 
steps.  But  forces  were  gathering  momentum. 

Innuendo  was  at  work.  Cass  was  shown  to  be  hopeless ; 
the  party  in  the  state  needed  the  cementing  f  orce  of  a  com- 


1  Marcy  to  Wetmore,  Sept.  8,  1851,  Marcy  MSlS. 

!  .  .  .  'his  [  J.  Van  Buren’s]  advocacy  would  blast  the  prospects  of 
any  man  and  defeat  almost  any  measure.”  Marcy  to  J.  Stryker,  Sept. 
30,  1851,  ibid. 
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mon  aim,  the  success  of  one  of  its  sons.  Gradually  Marcy 
came  to  see  that  in  spite  of  the  motives  and  quality  of  some 
of  his  supporters  he  was  needed  for  the  Empire  State.  He 
was  to  be  the  state’s  candidate.1  This  seems  to  have  been 
driven  home  by  the  New  York  Convention  of  1851. 

From  September  10  to  12,  1851,  this  body  met  at  Syra¬ 
cuse.  Here  the  softs  and  Van  Burenites  worked  together 
and  the  results  were  a  national  platform  endorsing  the  Com¬ 
promise,  a  state  committee  on  which  nine  hunkers  out  of 
sixteen  were  appointed  so  that  the  barnburners  and  softs 
could  control;  and  a  state  ticket  with  several  barnburners 
on  it.2  This  was  considered  a  triumph  for  Marcy  and 
after  a  conference  with  Peter  Cagger,  the  leading  barn¬ 
burner  of  Albany,  Marcy  presided  over  the  Democratic 
meeting  of  September  25  held  to  ratify  the  work  of  the 
convention.3  This  triumph  of  Marcy’s  views  and  his  re¬ 
appearance  in  public  after  a  long  absence  from  politics  for¬ 
mally  launched  his  candidacy.  It  proved  attractive.  The 
New  York  Herald  commented  on  him  as  a  possibility;4  he 
'began  to  receive  letters  from  former  Cass  men  declaring  for 
him.5  Under  these  circumstances  Buchanan  and  Slidell  in 
their  negotiation  met  with  no  response  and  the  Buchanan- 
Marcy  conference  in  New  York  on  October  21  came  to 
naught.®  Other  support  came  from  a  strange  source. 

1  Marcy  to  Isaac  Davis,  Feb.  2,  1852,  Isaac  Davis  MSiS.;  Marcy  to 
Wetmore,  Nov.  29,  185.1,  Marcy  MSS. 

'New  York  Herald,  -Sept.  13  and  18,  1851;  Welles  to  Niles,  Sept.  25, 
1851,  Welles  MSS. 

New  York  Herald,  Sept.  26  and  Oct.  2,  1851 ;  Marcy  to  Wetmore, 
Sept.  15,  1851,  Marcy  MSS. 

*New  York  Herald,  Oct.  4,  1851. 

‘Ogden  to  Marcy,  Oct.  4,  1851,  Guinness  to  Marcy,  Oct.  5,  1851, 
Marcy  MSS. 

‘Campbell  to  Marcy,  Nov.  5,  1851,  Marcy  to  Campbell,  Nov. 

1851,  ibid. 
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Thurlow  Weed,  the  Whig  boss,  was  confident  that  a  De¬ 
mocrat  would  be  elected  President.  Consequently,  he  was 
anxious  that  the  Democrat  in  question  should  be  one  with 
whom  he  was  acquainted.  He  labored  to  smooth  away  the 
path  for  Marcy.  During  the  fall  he  interested  prominent 
barnburners  such  as  Addison  Gardner,  Simeon  B.  Jewett, 
and  Dean  Richmond,  and  arranged  meetings  between  them 
and  Marcy.  Also  he  cleared  away  a  misunderstanding  be¬ 
tween  John  McKeon  and  Marcy.  As  his  final  piece  of 
work  before  he  sailed  for  Europe  late  in  November,  1851, 
he  attempted  to  bring  about  an  entente  cordiale  between 
Marcy  and  Dickinson.  His  plan  was  to  have  the  solid  vote 
of  the  state  go  to  whichever  one  was  stronger.  Marcy  ap¬ 
proved,  and  Francis  B.  Cutting  and  Elijah  F.  Purdy  under¬ 
took  to  approach  Dickinson.  However,  they  delayed.1 

As  in  1848  the  barnburners  were  determined  to  have 
none  of  Cass.  The  hunker  faction  was  strongly  for  him 
so  the  only  way  to  defeat  him  was  to  draw  away  some  of 
the  hunker  support.  As  has  been  noted  in  a  preceding 
chapter  hards  and  softs  were  but  badly  united,  consequently 
the  more  practical  of  the  barnburners  had  begun  to  seek  a 
soft  alliance.  Marcy  was  a  man  of  much  influence,  so 
Azariah  C.  Flagg  and  other  barnburners  felt  that  by  support¬ 
ing  him  as  against  Cass  they  could  gain  enough  soft  support 
to  reduce  Cass’  delegates  to  the  national  convention. 

Two  problems  confronted  the  Marcy  workers :  the  Doug¬ 
las  candidacy  and  the  method  of  choice  of  the  state  delegates. 
In  his  October  visit,  Marcy  had  found  Douglas  adherents 
growing  in  numbers  in  New  York  City.  When  he  made 
a  second  trip  to  the  city  early  in  November,  he  met  Charles 
Eames,  an  assistant  editor  of  the  Union.  Eames  was  exer- 


1  Barnes,  T.  W.,  Memoir  of  Thurlow  Weed,  pp.  197-8;  Perley  Poore, 
B.,  Perley’ s  Reminiscences,  vol.  i,  p.  412;  Weed  to  Marcy,  Feb.  1,  1852, 
Marcy  MSS. 
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cised  about  Douglas’  popularity,  and  Marcy  commissioned 
him  to  convey  a  message  of  friendship  and  good  will  to 
Douglas,  with  the  additional  hint  that  New  York  was  con¬ 
centrating  on  Marcy.  Eames  saw  Douglas  and  gave  the 
message,  to  which  Douglas  replied  in  a  manner  which  con¬ 
vinced  Eames  of  his  sincerity.  Douglas  expressed  gratitude 
for  Marcy’s  friendship  and  declared  that  he  had  made  up 
his  mind  not  to  move  in  New  York  now,  holding  it  unfit  for 
him  to  take  any  action  in  Marcy’s  own  state,  just  as  he 
would  regard  it  unfit  for  Marcy  to  make  an  attempt  to  win 
support  in  Illinois.  Unlike  Eames,  Marcy  did  not  seem  to 
put  much  faith  in  this  avowal.  He  felt  that  the  Cassites 
were  in  league  with  Douglas  men  to  aid  the  Illinois  senator.1 
He  had  reasons  for  feeling  this  way.  These  reasons  sprang 
from  the  second  problem. 

The  manner  in  which  the  New  York  delegates  to  the 
national  convention  were  to  be  chosen  had  to  be  decided 
upon.  There  was  no  set  rule  and  this  year  the  state  con¬ 
vention  had  left  it  in  the  hands  of  the  state  committee,  which 
was  to  decide  it  late  in  November.  Two  methods  were 
under  consideration.  One  was  to  have  another  state  con¬ 
vention  at  which  the  delegation  would  be  chosen  all  at  once 
on  a  general  ticket.  The  other  was  to  have  the  delegates 
from  each  congressional  district  chosen  by  a  district  conven¬ 
tion,  and  the  delegates  at  large,  or  senatorial  delegates, 
chosen  by  the  district  delegates.  Marcy  and  his  barnburner 
friends  originally  favored  the  first  plan.  They  felt  that 
their  soft-barnburner  alliance  could  easily  control  this  con¬ 
vention,  as  it  had  the  one  in  September,  and  thus  a  unani¬ 
mous  Marcy  delegation  would  be  chosen.  In  New  York 
City  Douglas  hold  was  so  strong  that  he  was  sure  of  the 
choice  of  his  delegates  under  the  district  system.  Hence 

1  Marcy  to  Archibald  Campbell,  Nov.  10  and  Dec.  6,  C.  Eames  to 

arcy,  Nov.  11 ;  Marcy  to  James  G.  Berret,  Nov.  30,  1851,  Marcy  MSS. 
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the  city  delegation  would  be  opposed  to  Marcy  and  would 
give  outsiders  the  impression  that  he  could  not  count  on  the 
undivided  support  of  his  own  state.  This  united  front  was 
essential  if  his  candidacy  was  to  impress  other  sections 
of  the  country.  Consequently,  when  Marcy  came  down  to 
New  York  City  after  the  November  election,  he  let  it  be 
known  that  he  wished  the  state  convention  method.  His 
plan  was  of  course  obnoxious  to  Cass  and  Douglas  men,  who 
saw  in  it  the  destruction  of  all  hope  of  delegates  for  them. 
The  New  York  City  hunkers  feared  that  in  a  state  conven¬ 
tion  barnburner  delegates  would  be  elected  from  New  York 
City  and  would  increase  the  latter’s  strength  in  the  city 
machine.  Therefore,  Daniel  E.  Sickles  and  Augustus 
Schell  sought  to  dissuade  Marcy.  They  had  a  conference 
with  him  in  the  city  in  November.  At  that  time  they  argued 
that  if  a  state  convention  was  held  and  a  Marcy  delegation 
chosen,  John  Van  Buren  or  some  other  notorious  barn¬ 
burner  would  demand  a  prominent  place  on  it.  This  would 
give  Marcy’s  candidacy  a  free-soil  tinge  which  would  injure 
it  in  the  south.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  district  plan  were 
used,  Sickles  explained,  in  answer  to  Marcy’s  apprehension 
of  a  divided  delegation,  Cass  men  would  support  Marcy  de¬ 
legates  in  the  New  York  City  districts  where  Cass  \yas  not 
strong  enough  to  defeat  Douglas.  This  would  ensure  a 
practically  unanimous  delegation.  As  Marcy  and  his 
friends  had  been  worried  by  the  free  soil  charge,  and  this 
seemed  a  way  to  get  the  troublesome  New  York  City  dele¬ 
gation,  they  agreed  to  the  district  plan.  When  the  state 
committee  met,  Marcy’s  soft  friends  joined  with  the  Cass 
hunkers  and  by  a  vote  of  9  to  7  defeated  the  barnburners 
and  chose  the  district  plan.  This  elated  the  Cass  men  who 
were  confident  that  they  had  won  an  advantage.  Later 
events  justified  their  delight.  When  Cass  passed  through 
New  York  City  immediately  thereafter,  a  mutual  and  rather 
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inebriated  friend,  Henry  K.  Smith  of  Buffalo,  attempted  to 
bring  about  a  rapprochement  between  the  two  without  suc¬ 
cess.  Presently  Cass  men  and  Douglas  men  were  found 
uniting  against  the  barnburners/ 

A  debacle  of  conflicting  desires  was  now  let  loose  among 
Marcy’s  friends.  Many  Cass  men,  though  realizing  that 
he  could  not  be  nominated,  and  desiring  to  support  Marcy, 
insisted  on  choosing  delegates  willing  to  vote  for  Cass  for 
a  few  ballots  by  way  of  compliment.  Some  were  opposed 
to  having  any  barnburners  chosen  as  Marcy  delegates. 
Others  wanted  Marcy  to  run  only  in  districts  where  Cass 
was  impossible,  and  there  play  the  role  of  cat’s-paw.  On 
the  other  hand,  barnburners  wanted  as  many  of  their  own 
number  chosen  as  possible  in  order  to  show  their  strength 
in  the  party.  Barnburners  were  charged  with  using  Marcy 
for  a  blind.  Marcy  was  charged  with  being  a  traitor  to 
Cass  and  a  free  soiler.  Marcy  felt  that  he  was  being 
tricked  and  deceived,  and  that  his  broth  was  being  spoiled 
by  too  many  cooks.2  The  culmination  of  this  mixup  came 
at  the  district  conventions  of  January  8th,  when  Cass  men 
captured  eleven  delegates  mostly  from  New  York  City,  and 
Marcy  obtained  twenty-two.3 


Thomas  to  Marcy,  Oct.  31,  Nov.  6,  Dec.  29,  1851;  Smith  to  Marcy, 
Nov  11,  1851;  Warren  Bryant  to  Marcy,  Nov.  11,  1851;  L.  B.  Shepherd 
to  Marcy  Nov  26,  1851;  Jewett  to  Marcy,  Nov.  26,  1851;  Wetmore  to 

Mamv  D°V'  2V8S™  t0  Berret  N0V’  3°’  1851  ^  Seymour  to 

Nn"  y  iC:  ’  '85I;  ^arcy  t0  CamPbell>  Dec.  6,  1851;  Newell  to  Marcy, 

Dec'  to  TfeV  Cn°SWf  t0  ^  IO’  1851 ;  Marcy  to  lS-  Beardsley, 

Dec’  tv’  ?  Prrdley  t0  MarCy’  Dec'  l6>  1851  ’  Wa.?er  to  Marcy, 

Dec'  4  T8  i22m1851  ;  ,M44y  t0  Wager-  Dec'  26-  i85!  1  Wager  to  Marcy, 

to  B„rh  5  A  7  4  Wetmore>  Dec-  29-  i»5i,  Marcy  MSS. ;  Byrdsall 
to  Buchanan,  Dec.  1,  1851,  Buchanan  MISS, 

J,Ma4y  t0  4etm°re’  N0V'  29’  1851 ;  to  Berrett-  Nov.  30  Dec.  14  i8si 

10  18m  ■’  Th 1  52’tt04ampbeI1,  Dec’  6’  1851 :  'Croswell  to  Marcy’,  Dec! 
10,  18S1,  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Jan.  20  i8;2-  Marrv  to  r  m  rm  t  1 
Feb.  2,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.  7  C  T’  Chamberlain- 

•Attempts  were  made  at  reconciliation  between  Cass  and  Marcy  men. 
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By  this  outcome  Marcy  was  forced  to  appear  before  the 
party  as  unable  to  command  the  entire  delegation  of  his 
own  state.  This  was  especially  galling  to  him  because  he 
believed  that  he  was  the  choice  of  a  large  majority  of  the 
New  York  Democracy.  Still  he  hoped  that  because  of  his 
superior  position  in  the  Empire  State  and  his  freedom  from 
any  utterance  during  the  Compromise  controversy  that  he 
might  be  considered  available  and  become  the  second  choice 
of  many  delegates.  This  would  bring  him  into  conflict  with 
none  of  the  other  candidates,  and  when  the  leading  men 
were  killed  off  he  would  step  in  and  carry  away  the  prize.1 

To  direct  the  execution  of  these  tactics  Marcy  carried  on 
a  voluminous  correspondence  and  maintained  close  touch 
with  a  small  but  efficient  force  of  political  aides  and  ob¬ 
servers.  His  closest  friends  in  New  York  were  General 
John  Addison  Thomas,  Prosper  M.  Wetmore,  Horatio  Sey¬ 
mour,  John  Stryker  and  Henry  K.  Smith.  Thomas 
had  been  a  soldier  and  teacher  of  international  law  in  a  mili¬ 
tary  school  until  1846  when  he  had  begun  to  practise  law  in 
New  York  City  and  had  gone  into  politics.  Wetmore  was 
a  speculator  who  was  at  that  time  interested  in  steamship 
lines  in  partnership  with  Edwin  Crosswell  and  George  Law. 
He  had  been  Marcy’s  friend  for  years,  and  although  not 
active  in  politics  was  a  keen  observer  of  the  game.  Stryker 
and  Seymour  were  active  politicians,  the  latter  had  been  one 
of  the  soft-hunker  leaders  in  the  legislature  and  had  been 
narrowly  defeated  for  governor  in  1850.  Smith  was  an 
impetuous,  not  especially  modest,  rather  convivial  local 

Cutting  and  Purdy  bestirred  themselves  to  make  an  arrangement  origin¬ 
ally  suggested  by  Weed,  whereby  the  united  vote  of  the  state  would  go 
to  either  the  hunker  candidate  or  Marcy— whichever  could  get  the  most 
outside  support.  The  Cass  men  declined,  saying  they  were  committed 
to  a  second  choice,  which  was  presumably  Douglas;  v.  note,  p.  95. 

1  Eames  to  Marcy,  Jan.  4,  1852;  Jenkins  to  'Stryker,  Jan.  12,  1852; 
Marcy  MSS. 
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leader  in  Buffalo.  In  Washington  Marcy’s  agents  and  in¬ 
formation  bureau  included  Charles  Eames,  “  a  mighty,  con¬ 
tinuous,  grandiloquent  talker  ”,  whom  Donelson  had 
brought  up  from  Tennessee  to  help  edit  the  Union,  and 
Archibald  Campbell,  a  clerk  in  the  War  Department,  who 
had  been  Marcy’s  chief  clerk  when  he  was  Secretary  of 
War.  With  these  he  corresponded  regularly,  and  they  kept 
him  informed  of  the  little  that  went  on  in  Washington  dur¬ 
ing  the  absence  of  Congress.  However,  as  the  first  Monday 
in  December  approached,  he  felt  the  need  of  more  partisans ; 
so  he  wrote  to  an  old  acquaintance,  James  G.  Berret,  a 
claims  agent  of  local  political  prominence  in  the  capital  city. 
He  informed  him  of  the  situation  in  New  York  and  of  his 
prospects,  and  asked  him  his  advice ; 1  this  letter  started  a 
regular  series  of  reports  and  replies.  Furthermore,  Marcy 
chose  William  W.  Snow,  a  New  York  congressman,  as  his 
personal  representative  in  Congress,  and  gave  him  a  letter 
to  Berret.  Thus  the  Washington  force  was  officered. 
Snow  was  able  to  report :  “  Berret  is  a  true  friend  ”,  and 
Berret  wrote  that  “Snow  is  doing  all  he  can”.2 

In  the  south  Marcy  was  not  without  publicity  agents. 
Thomas  had  interested  his  brother  James,  an  editor  in  Col¬ 
umbia,  Tennesse,  and  he  went  over  to  Mississippi  to  work 
for  Marcy  at  the  state  convention  in  January.  Here  he 
hobnobbed  with  Davis  and  Quitman,  and  convinced  them  of 
Marcy’s  soundness  on  the  slavery  issue.  These  leaders 


declared  themselves  willing  to  support  Marcy  if  some  de¬ 
monstration  could  be  made  of  his  ability  to  carry  New 
York.3  Before  the  Virginia  convention  Berret  reported  that 
a  friend  of  Marcy’s,  Dr.  Young,  was  going  to  Richmond  to 


1  Marcy  to  Berret,  Nov.  21,  1851,  Marcy  MSS. 

3  Snow  to  Marcy,  Berret  to  Marcy,  Dec.  5,  1851,  ibid. 

3  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Jan.  12  and  Feb.  9,  1852,  ibid. 
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take  care  of  his  interests.1  Thomas  also  decided  to  go  south 
to  Washington,  Tennessee  and  Georgia.  His  efforts  in  New 
York  had  been  continuous.  When  Cushing  and  P.  R. 
George  had  visited  New  York  late  in  March,  he  with  Stryker 
had  gone  to  see  them,  and  while  the  wily  politician  from 
Massachusetts  would  not  commit  himself  definitely,  he  de¬ 
clared  his  tendencies  were  in  Marcy’s  direction,2  and  George 
write  enthusiastically  that  “  Marcy  is  the  man”.3  Now  as 
the  Georgia  convention  was  approaching  Thomas  decided 
to  go  down.  For  ammunition  he  took  with  him  an  account, 
furnished  by  Flagg,  of  a  meeting  in  Albany  in  1835  over 
which  Marcy  had  presided  while  governor.  This  contained 
evidence  of  Marcy’s  loyalty  to  the  south  more  satisfactory 
than  any  letter  written  on  the  eve  of  an  election.  He  ar¬ 
rived  in  Georgia  about  April  1,  and  there  met  his  brother. 
The  two  worked  hard  and  could  report  that  they  had  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  changing  the  feeling  of  many  from  doubt  of 
Marcy’s  ability  to  carry  New  York  to  a  certainty.  Marcy 
was  urged  to  send  down  a  copy  of  his  gubernatorial  mes¬ 
sage  of  1836  in  which  he  had  taken  strong  ground  against 
abolitionists  and  in  favor  of  southern  rights.4 

When  Thomas  arrived  in  Tennessee  on  his  way  north  he 
heard  that  Seymour  and  St.  John  B.  Skinner,  Marcy  men, 
had  been  elected  delegates  at  large  from  New  York  on  April 
8.  This  good  news  he  took  to  the  Nashville  American  in¬ 
corporated  in  an  article  about  Marcy.  The  editor  agreed  to 
print  it,  and  decided  to  support  Marcy.  This  paper  Thomas 
sent  to  all  delegates  from  Georgia  as  well  as  to  many  per¬ 
sons  in  Alabama  and  Mississippi.  Thence  Thomas  gravi- 

1  Berret  to  Marcy,  Feb.  7,  1852,  ibid. 

5  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Mar.  25,  1852,  ibid. 

*  P.  R.  George  to  J.  C.  Breckinridge,  Mar.  23,  Apr.  2,  1852,  J.  C. 
Breckinridge  MSiS. 

4  Messages  of  the  Governors  of  N.  Y .,  vol.  iii,  pp.  572-82. 
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tated  to  Washington,  arriving  about  the  middle  of  April. 
Here  he  found  conditions  less  to  his  liking.1 

At  the  capital  Marcy’s  friends  had  'been  working  steadily 
convincing  others  and  playing  for  points  of  vantage.  Snow' 
considered  the  organization  of  the  House  under  Boyd  and 
Forney  as  favorable  2  and  he  bent  his  energies  to  undermin¬ 
ing  Buchanan  in  Pennsylvania  by  collaborating  with  Senator 
Richard  Biroadhead  in  that  state.3  Berret  circulated  among 
the  powers  and  reported  conferences  with  Senators  Atchison, 
Rusk,  Downs  and  Mason.4  Marcy  had  received  his  full 
share  of  Sanders’  abuse,  being  called  a  “  spavined,  wind¬ 
blown,  strained,  ring-boned  nag  ”  whom  the  editor  advised 
to  go  home  to  rural  pasture  to  preserve  his  equine  attributes, 
and  not  make  an  ass  of  himself.  This  vivid  phraseology 
had  a  personal  animus  behind  it  as  Marcy  had  had  occasion 
to  discipline  Sanders  during  the  Polk  administration  for  one 
of  his  fraudulent  activities.  So  overdrawn  an  attack  acted 
as  usual  like  a  boomerang  and  was  reported  to  have  aided 
Marcy  in  the  charmed  circle  of  the  capital.5  In  the  congres¬ 
sional  presidential  debates  during  March  he  received  no 
particular  notice.  Then  Ausburn  M.  Birdsall,  a  relative 
of  Dickinson’s  by  marriage,  arrived  in  Washington. 

Birdsall  had  a  definite  purpose.  He  denounced  Marcy  as 
a  barnburner  and  declared  that  Marcy  could  never  carry 
New  York.  In  the  midst  of  his  campaign  Thomas  arrived 
at  Washington.  He  immediately  reported  the  state  of  af¬ 
fairs  to  New  York.  Meanwhile  Seymour  had  gone  to 
Washington  April  23  to  do  what  was  possible  to  offset  this 

1  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Mar.  2 7,  April  1,  April  23.  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

2  Snow  to  Marcy,  Dec.  5,  1851,  ibid. 

3  Berret  to  Marcy,  Dec.  20,  1851,  ibid. 

4  Berret  to  Marcy,  Mar.  22,  1852,  ibid. 

b  Democratic  Review,  Mar.,  1852;  Campbell  to  Marcy,  Mar.  12,  1852, 
Snow  to  Marcy,  Apr.  10,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 
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propaganda  by  conference  with  prominent  southerners. 
He  found  Birdsall  still  at  work.  Indeed  Seymour  reported 
that  so  intemperate  was  Birdsall’s  language  that  he  was 
engaged  in  daily  altercation  with  those  who  did  not  agree 
with  him.  Seymour  tried  a  different  method;  he  was  very 
guarded  and  conciliatory,  and  treated  these  attacks  as  the 
natural  results  of  disappointment,  avoiding  any  appearance 
of  annoyance.  He  believed  that  “  among  strangers,  cheer¬ 
fulness  and  composure  imply  strength  ”.  He  reported  that 
Thomas,  Berret  and  Snow  were  busy  and  had  given  Marcy 
as  much  prominence  as  was  discreet.1 

To  answer  publicly  these  attacks  Congressman  Dean  of 
New  York  made  a  speech  on  the  floor  of  the  House  on  April 
25.  This  effort  had  been  carefully  revised  by  Seymour  and 
Snow  and  was  phrased  to  imply  that  Marcy  was  the  choice 
of  the  united  Democracy  of  the  Empire  State.2  Then  Sey¬ 
mour  and  Berret  interviewed  Mason  and  Atchison  and  other 
leading  senators.  They  were  received  with  great  kindness 
and  no  promises.  Indeed  Seymour  saw  and  heard  much 
to  worry  him.  Birdsall  had  been  joined  by  Samuel  Beard¬ 
sley  and  they  kept  up  their  propaganda.  Their  abuse  of 
Marcy  was  so  bitter  that  some  began  to  suspect  an  ulterior 
motive ;  Dawson  of  Pennsylvania,  a  Cass  man,  asked  point 
blank  what  Beardsley  and  Birdsall  were  up  to.  Suspicions 
were  growing  rife  that  Diokinson  was  perhaps  more  faith¬ 
ful  to  Dickinson  than  to  Cass.3  Marcy’s  friends  were  al¬ 
most  persuaded  to  abandon  their  position  of  attacking  no 

•Marcy  to  Berret,  Apr.  17,  1852;  iSnow  to  Marcy,  Apr.  17,  20,  1852; 
Marcy  MSS. 

•  Cong.  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  1  Sess.,  Appendix,  p.  451 ;  Snow  to  Marcy, 
Apr.  29,  1852,  Campbell  to  Marcy,  May  1,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

•Snow  to  Marcy,  Apr.  17,  20,  1852;  Berret  to  Marcy,  Apr.  30,  1852; 
Campbell  to  Marcy,  May  1,  1852;  Seymour  to  Marcy,  May  2,  1852; 
Jenkins  to  Marcy,  May  2,  1852;  Campbell  to  Marcy,  May  14,  1852; 
C.  Eames  to  Marcy,  May  16,  1852,  ibid. 
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one  and  spread  the  story  of  the  attempt  of  Beardsley  and 
certain  of  Dickinson’s  friends  to  traffic  with  the  barnburners; 
how  in  order  to  procure  the  choice  of  Beardsley  as  one  de¬ 
legate  at  large  they  had  been  willing  to  make  the  free  soiler, 
John  Van  Buren,  the  other.  For  some  reason  they  re¬ 
frained.1 

So  the  last  month  went  by,  Seymour,  Stryker  and  other 
friends  of  Marcy  came  and  went,  back  and  forth  between 
Washington  and  Newl  York;  Birdsall,  Beardsley  and  Mc- 
keon  did  likewise.  The  aim  of  the  latter  was  to  convince 
all  that  Marcy  could  not  carry  New  York.  The  former,  on 
the  other  hand,  sought  to  prove  the  contrary,  make  no  en¬ 
emies,  conciliate  Cass’  friends  outside  of  New  York  and 
prove  to  the  Michigan  man  that  Dickinson  was  really  using 
Cass’  name  as  a  cloak  for  his  own  ambition.  Henry  A. 
Wise,  Cave  Johnson  and  other  friends  of  Buchanan  when 
approached  expressed  good  will,  but  were  committed  al¬ 
ready.2  Marcy  wrote  to  John  Y.  Mason,  his  former  col¬ 
league,  to  find  out  if  Dickinson  had  been  operating  in  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  to  warn  him  against  believing  all  “  Scrip  Dick  ” 
said.3  Mason  consulted  Wise  about  the  matter  and  then 
replied  that  he  had  not  heard  of  any  Dickinsonian  activities. 
This  interchange  of  notes  was  succeeded  by  another  on  the 
appearance  of  the  Scott  letter.  Marcy  sought  Mason’s  ad¬ 
vice  and  upon  receipt  of  it  wrote  a  reply  squarely  in  the 
affirmative.4  This  letter  drew  praise  from  the  Nezv  York 
Herald,  which  because  of  the  hostility  of  the  editor  J.  G. 
Bennett  for  Marcy,  the  outcome  of  a  misunderstanding  of 

1  Snow  to  Marcy,  Apr.  10,  17,  1852;  Marcy  to  Berret,  Apr.  11,  1852,  ibid. 

2  Campbell  to  Marcy,  May  3,  1852,  ibid. 

’Mason  to  Marcy,  Apr.  23,  1852,  Marcy  to  Berret,  May  15,  1852, 
ibid.  Dickinson  gained  this  soubriquet  because  of  his  fondness  for  quot¬ 
ing  the  Scriptures. 

4  Marcy  to  Mason,  May  21,  25,  1852,  ibid. 
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the  thirties,1  had  been  continuously  ridiculing  “  poor  old 
Marcy  ” ;  its  editorial  column  proclaimed  Marcy’s  effort  as 
the  best  letter  of  all.2  This  was  the  second  statement 
Marcy  had  made  on  the  Compromise;  a  prior  one  had  been 
called  for  because  the  New  York  delegation  had  failed  to 
vote  for  the  Compromise  Resolutions  in  the  House.  To 
make  well  known  the  fact  that  he  was  right  on  the  Com¬ 
promise  he  sent  a  letter  to  be  circulated  in  Washington.  In 
this  epistle  he  said  he  was  satisfied  with  the  Compromise 
but  was  not  in  favor  of  asking  the  convention  to  declare  it 
final.  He  gave  as  his  reasons  for  this  the  fact  that  some, 
such  as  northern  Democrats,  were  opposed  to  the  Fugitive 
Slave  Law  and  would  not  declare  for  it  openly.  This  letter 
was  shown  to  Hunter,  Wise,  Meade,  Venable  and  others,3 
and  with  the  Scott  letter  showed  that  Marcy  was  sound  on 
the  Compromise.  These  views  were  not  the  unanimous 
views  of  the  New  York  Democrats,  however.  Last-minute 
speeches  were  made  in  Congress  by  Floyd  and  King  of  New1 
York,  each  attacking  the  Compromise,  the  former  on  the 
ground  that  it  begged  the  real  question  which  was :  “  Does 
the  Constitution  give  the  south  the  right  to  extend  slavery 
into  free  territory  and  impose  upon  the  north  the  corres¬ 
ponding  obligation  to  submit  to  further  slave  representa¬ 
tion  upon  this  floor?”  This  defiant  question  was  by  no 
means  relished  by  the  south  and  emphasized  the  lack  of 
harmony  in  Marcy’s  own  state.14 

The  last  days  before  the  Convention  were  busy  ones. 
Marcy’s  claims  must  be  put  before  the  delegates  now  fast 

1  Information  from  Prof.  C.  C.  Tansill  of  American  Univ.,  Marcy’s 
biographer. 

1 New  York  Herald,  May  27,  1852. 

8  Draft  in  Marcy  MSS. ;  Campbell  to  Marcy,  Apr.  24,  May  3,  1852,  ibid. 

4  Cong.  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  1  Sess.,  Appendix,  p.  588  (May  19,  1852), 
Snow  to  Marcy,  May  22,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 
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arriving  in  Washington.  Efforts  never  ceased.  All  seemed 
to  be  going  well.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  Marcy’ s  strength 
was  confined  almost  entirely  to  New  York,  he  had  been  able 
to  keep  from  antagonizing  -the  principals  in  the  contest,  and 
was  a  very  available  second  choice.  But — there  was  a  dele¬ 
gate  from  New  York  whose  ill-will  and  distrust  he  had  in¬ 
curred;  Daniel  S.  Dickinson  was  determined  that  Marcy 
should  not  be  nominated.  Hope  was  high  and  many  of  the 
faithful  were  fervently  praying  “  May  the  Lord  have  Marcy 
upon  us  ”. 


CHAPTER  VII 


The  Lochinvar  of  the  Young  Democracy 

Cass  aged  69,  Buchanan  aged  60,  Woodbury  aged  62, 
Butler  aged  58,  Houston  aged  58,  Marcy  aged  65,  had  all 
grown  grey  in  the  service  of  the  party;  they  were  veterans 
of  many  a  campaign  and  legislative  battle  and  had  received 
many  offices  as  gifts  from  the  hands  of  a  grateful  republic. 
But  a  new  generation  was  growing  up  who  felt  not  the 
quickened  heartbeat  at  the  mention  of  these  patriots,  and 
who  began  to  murmur  at  their  continual  domination.  They 
had  enjoyed  too  long  the  spoils  of  victory;  it  was  time  that 
they  were  retiring  and  giving  place  to  younger  men.  There 
seemed  to  be  no  signs  of  abdication  as  1852  approached,  but 
the  seeds  of  revolt  were  sown.  A  new  leader  appeared  out 
of  the  west,  one  who  appealed  to  Young  America  no  longer 
to  yield  allegiance  to  the  “  Old  Fogies  ”.  Stephen  A. 
Douglas  had  established  his  supremacy  in  Illinois  and  had 
won  nation-wide  reputation  in  the  halls  of  Congress  and 
— he  was  but  thirty-eight. 

Just  when  Douglas  began  to  consider  himself  seriously 
as  a  presidential  aspirant  is  not  revealed,  but  in  the  spring 
of  1851  his  name  seems  first  to  have  been  mentioned,  and 
in  that  period  his  first  steps  were  taken  as  a  candidate. 
There  were  enormous  difficulties  in  the  way.  The  west  had 
another  candidate,  Lewis  Cass,  veteran  of  presidential  cam¬ 
paigns;  many  felt  that  Douglas  should  wait  until  that  Nestor 
had  retired.  His  youth  and  the  short  time  during  which  he 
had  been  in  politics  had  prevented  his  gaining  any  con- 
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siderable  following.  Consequently  he  had  no  machine  to 
aid  him  and  what  was  more,  outside  of  his  own  state  he  had 
the  various  organizations  against  him.  Yet  he  was  not 
without  supporters. 

Others  beside  himself  were  tired  of  serving  the  elders  of 
the  party.  A  new  generation  had  arisen  who  were  dazzled 
by  the  republicanism  which  was  struggling  for  liberty  in 
Europe  during  1848.  This  generation,  with  the  impetu¬ 
osity  of  youth,  desired  that  the  United  States,  a  country 
young  but  glorious  in  traditions  of  freedom,  should  depart 
from  the  conservative  policy  of  the  fathers  and  aid  the 
struggling  idealists  across  the  water.  In  short,  they  would 
have  the  United  States  bid  defiance  to  the  world’s  autocrats 
and  lead  a  crusade  for  the  liberation  of  Europe.  At  home 
they  would  cast  aside  the  cautious  elder  statesmen  and  place 
in  the  White  House  a  young  man  with  their  viewpoint. 
They  took  for  themselves  the  title  of  the  “  Young  Demo¬ 
cracy  ”  and  spoke  of  the  elders  as  the  “  Old  Fogies  ”.  To 
such  men  as  George  N.  Sanders,  W.  W.  Cory,  T.  DeWitt 
Redly,  John  L.  O’Sullivan,  Edward  DeLeon,  the  impetuos¬ 
ity’  youth  and  bluster  of  Stephen  A.  Douglas  strongly  ap¬ 
pealed.  He  was  the  “  Little  Giant  ”  to  drive  the  ancients 
from  the  seats  of  power. 


The  Constitution  provides  that  all  money  paid  out  by  the 
United  States  treasury  must  be  appropriated  by  Congress. 
The  United  States  had  been  engaged  in  three  wars ;  by  var¬ 
ious  treaties  the  government  had  assumed  claims  of  for¬ 
eigners  against  the  United  States  and  of  citizens  against 
oreign  states;  the  number  of  employees  of  the  government 
had  of  necessity  been  large;  work  done  for  the  government 
had  been  generally  let  out  by  contract;  all  these  items  in- 
vo  ved  appropriations  of  money  for  pensions,  claims,  salar¬ 
ies  and  contracts.  As  it  was  necessary  for  Congress  to 
pass  upon  them  all,  as  Congress  was  in  session  only  part 
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of  the  time,  as  Congress  had  a  multitude  of  matters  other 
than  appropriations  before  it,  and  as  Congress  was  com¬ 
posed  of  men  of  human  limitations,  many  of  them  politi¬ 
cians,  and  unmoral  ones  at  that,  it  was  evident  that  vast 
numbers  of  the  items  in  the  voluminous  appropriation  bills 
must  receive  little  or  no  careful  attention.1  Consequently 
it  often  occurred  that  an  interested  or  willing  Congressman 
could  slip  in  along  with  a  lot  of  similar  items,  little  appro¬ 
priations  of  a  few  hundred  or  a  few  thousand  dollars,  in¬ 
significant  when  compared  with  the  total  hut  when  considered 
in  bulk  costing  the  government  much.  Of  course  individ¬ 
uals  with  these  claims  were  often  not  in  a  position  either 
to  go  to  Washington,  or  if  arriving  there,  to  bring  influence 
to  bear  on  any  Senator  or  Representative  potent  enough  to 
gain  interest  in  putting  through  this  appropriation.  To  re¬ 
medy  this  defect  a  group  of  claim  agents  sprang  up  in 
Washington  who,  through  reputation,  friendship  or  baser 
means,  had  influence  with  members  who  could  push  these 
claims  through.  Thus  individuals  with  claims  would  place 
them  in  the  hands  of  these  agents  who  would  see  the  proper1 
members  of  Congress  and  when  the  claim  was  passed  and 
signed  by  the  President  would  receive  a  fee  averaging  fifty 
per  cent  af  the  claim  and  often  more.2  This  class  with  con¬ 
tractors  and  promoters  of  all  sorts  formed  a  lobby  to  in¬ 
fluence  Congress  to  grant  them  funds.  Douglas  was  in  need 
of  supporters  and  in  order  to  attract  a  following  was  lavish 
in  his  promises;  to  his  standard  flocked  men  of  this  type. 
He  himself  was  a  speculator  in  land  and  railroads  and  hear¬ 
tily  in  favor  of  western  development.  Under  his  regime 
there  would  be  a  new  deal  and  many  wished  to  take  advan- 

1  So  many  were  these  claims,  indeed,  that  each  house  set  aside  one 
day  per  week  for  the  consideration  and  passage  of  these  “  private  bills 
This  was  the  occasion  for  much  log-rolling. 

*Senate  Report  no.  i,  33rd  Cong.,  special  session  ('Ser.  no.  688). 
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tage  of  it.  Douglas  was  not  particular  and  welcomed  all 
comers.  But  this  motley  throng  by  its  disreputable  rags 
and  tatters  made  the  honest  and  cautious  look  askance  at 
the  young  Lochinvar  out  of  the  west. 

Marshalling  these  forces,  Douglas’  course  was  to  be  cease¬ 
less  attack  and  tireless  activity.  The  key  point  in  the 
south  was  Virginia;  Douglas  saw  its  importance  and  some 
of  his  first  moves  were  in  that  direction.  In  March,  1851, 
he  made  a  trip  to  Richmond  where  in  a  public  speech  he 
advocated  a  ticket  composed  of  a  compromise  northerner 
and  an  anti-compromise  southerner.1  This  was  a  bid  for 
the  Calhoun  faction  in  Virginia  to  join  him 2  and  soon 
thereafter,  perhaps  through  the  instrumentality  of  George 
N.  Sanders,  Senator  R.  M.  T.  Hunter,  himself  but  forty- 
two,  began  to  step  forth  as  a  candidate  for  Vice-President 
with  Douglas.3 

The  key  point  in  the  north  was  New  York.  During  the 
previous  Congress  Douglas  had  been  interested  in  obtaining 
a  charter  for  a  railroad  from  Chicago  to  Mobile.  In  fur¬ 
therance  of  this  project  one  of  Douglas’  lieutenants  had  en¬ 
tered  into  negotiations  with  certain  steamship  interests  which 
maintained  a  lobby  in  Washington,  whereby  they  would  aid 
his  scheme  if  he  would  not  oppose  theirs.  How  these  nego¬ 
tiations  turned  out  is  not  revealed,  but  when  Douglas  be¬ 
came  a  candidate  he  had  the  backing  of  George  Law,  once 
a  hod  carrier,  now  a  wealthy  contractor  who  was  much  in¬ 
terested  in  steamship  lines.  To  him,  Douglas’  advocacy  of 
the  acquisition  of  Cuba  would  naturally  appeal  because  if 


Parker  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  28,  1851,  Buchanan  MSS.;  Blair  to  John 
Van  Buren,  Mar.  24,  1851,  Van  Buren  MSS,,  Hunter  Corr.,  pp.  126-8. 

’ Welles  to  Niles,  Sept.  25,  1851,  Welles  MSS. 


unter’s  reelection  to  the  senate,  Jan.,  1852,  with  the  aid  of  Douglas 
opponents  satisfied  him  and  he  let  it  be  known  that  he  was  going  to 
remain  a  senator,  v.  supra,  p.  74. 


Hi]  THE  LOCHINVAR  OF  THE  YOUNG  DEMOCRACY  IIX 

the  United  States  controlled  that  island,  trade  between  them 
would  make  steamship  lines  even  more  profitable.1  As  Law* 
and  Sanders  had  had  business  connections  it  may  be  sus¬ 
pected  at  least  that  the  latter  was  active  in  this  relationship 
also.2  Douglas  went  up  to  New  York  during  May,  1851, 
and  soon  thereafter  a  public  dinner  was  planned  to  which 
Douglas  and  Hunter  were  invited.  At  the  same  time  an 
organization  was  built  up  for  him  which  gained  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Empire  Club.  This  notorious  band  was  said  by 
its  enemies  to  be  a  gang  of  Bowery  bums  and  Tammany 
toughs  whose  specialty  was  the  control  of  ward  primary 
meetings  in  New  York  City.  On  September  1,  Douglas  re¬ 
ceived  a  second  dinner  in  his  honor  at  the  metropolis  and 
was  initiated  into  the  Tammany  Society.  Later  in  the  month 
he  addressed  an  agricultural  fair  up  state  where  he  met 
Marcy;  they  did  not  discuss  politics.  In  the  first  week  in 
October  he  was  in  the  city  and  on  October  15  New  York 
saw  him  again.3  He  was  here,  there,  and  everywhere.  In 
November  in  conversation  with  Eames  he  declared  that  he 
had  decided  not  to  move  further  in  New  York  but  leave  the 
field  for  Marcy.  Shortly  thereafter  many  Douglas  men 
were  reported  on  good  authority  as  supporting  Cass.4 
Whatever  the  secret  history  of  these  various  moves,  in  New 
York  as  in  other  states  which  had  favorite  sons  Douglas 
ceased  to  figure  as  a  principal  in  the  contest. 

1  Johnson,  Life  of  Douglas,  pp.  166-176,  Wetmore  to  Marcy,  Nov. 
28,  1851,  Marcy  MSS.;  Slidell  to  Buchanan,  Sept.  29,  1851,  Buchanan 
MSS. 

2  N.  Y.  Herald,  Feb.  12,  1852;  Flagg  to  Martin  Van  Buren,  Jan.  26, 
1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 

5  Marcy  to  Campbell,  May  28,  1851,  Simeon  B.  Jewett,  Nov.  26,  1851, 
Marcy  to  Berrett,  Nov.  30,  1851,  Campbell  to  Marcy,  Dec.  6,  1851, 
Marcy  MSS.;  Marcy  to  Buchanan,  Oct.  6,  1851,  Buchanan  MSS.; 
Chicago  Democrat,  Sept.  8,  1851 ;  N.  Y .  Herald,  Oct.  5,  16,  1851. 

4  J.  A.  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Dec.  29,  1851,  Marcy  to  Berret,  Jan.  2,  1852, 
Marcy  MSS. 
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New  England  was  worth  trying  for.  Douglas  had  been 
born  in  Vermont.  His  growing  reputation  caused  the 
Trustees  of  Middlebury  College  in  that  state  to  confer  upon 
him  the  degree  of  LL.D.  on  August  20,  1851.  Upon  this 
occasion  Douglas  publicly  subscribed  five  hundred  dollars  to 
the  college  and  made  a  speech.  In  this  town  of  Middlebury 
he  had  learned  the  trade  of  cabinet  maker  and  in  his  speech 
he  so  alluded  to  his  early  calling  that  a  parallel  became  im¬ 
mediately  apparent.  As  an  aspirant  for  the  presidency  he 
might  still  labor  at  making  cabinets.  In  less  than  a  fort¬ 
night  Judge  Woodbury  died  and  New  England  was  minus  a 
candidate.  Here  was  Douglas  who  had  just  made  a  clever 
speech  and  had  very  publicly  parted  with  a  sum  of  money — 
to  aid  the  cause  of  education — what  could  be  more  fortuit¬ 
ous!  Douglas  immediately  began  to  be  taken  up  and  it 
was  variously  reported  that  he  was  being  supported  by  the 
more  prominent  hunker  Democrats  of  New  England.1 

His  candidacy  boomed  decidedly.  Politicians  who  had  kept 
their  ears  to  the  ground  began  to  hurry  to  his  standard  and 
even  Cass’  Washington  Union  was  reported  as  favoring 
him.2  His  activities  were  tireless  everywhere.  He  spoke 
at  various  fall  agricultural  fairs  in  New  York,  Maryland 
and  Ohio  where,  though  he  avoided  politics  and  lauded  the 
arts  of  husbandry,3  he  nevertheless  met  the  people  and  his 
magnetism  was  irresistible.  Born  politician,  boon  com¬ 
panion,  hail  fellow  well  met,  all  who  saw  him  were  charmed 
y  his  manner,  and  those  undazzled  by  the  glamour  of  his 
personality  were  thrilled  by  pledges  of  future  office  and 
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’  *  »  Illinois  State  Reaister  Spnt  n  •  c** i 

.0  Buchanan,  Sept.  an,  t85I,  Buchanan  MSS  "  '  **■ 

■  Balch  to  Buchanan,  Nov.  18,  1851,  Buchanan  MSS. 

Illinois  State  Register,  Oct.  o  Nnv  6  tSct  •  rh-  rs 
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spoil.  Promises  were  lavish.  Douglas  declared  openly  that 
he  was  in  favor  of  rotation  in  office  and  kept  on  declaring  it. 

His  friends  were  not  idle,  for  Young  America  was  keen 
on  the  scent.  George  N.  Sanders  was  inspired  with  re¬ 
newed  zest,  for  Butler  whom  he  believed  a  traitor  to  his 
father  was  being  groomed.  Down  to  Kentucky  he  went  and 
began  intriguing  for  the  general’s  defeat.1  After  the  fate¬ 
ful  8th  of  January  on  which  the  Kentucky  Resolutions  were 
passed,  it  was  claimed  that  the  Douglas  influence  had  been 
at  the  bottom  of  them.2 

In  Tennessee  J.  Knox  Walker,  prince  of  lobbyists,  was 
at  work.  Douglas’  chariot  was  hitched  to  the  renowned 
General  Gideon  J.  Pillow  and  the  Cass  and  Buchanan  men 
felt  constrained  to  look  well  to  their  fences.3 

Soon  after  Congress  met  Douglas  spoke  on  the  Foote 
Resolutions.  He  explained  how  illness  had  prevented  his 
voting  for  the  Fugitive  Slave  Law  and  pledged  his  loyalty 
anew  to  the  Compromise  measures  which  he  had  helped  to 
frame.  He  closed  this  speech  with  the  words : 

I  desire  to  see  both  the  great  parties  acquiesce  in  the  Com¬ 
promise  as  a  final  settlement,  but  I  do  not  wish  to  have  a  new 
party  organized  on  the  basis  of  that  measure.  The  Demo¬ 
cratic  party  is  as  good  a  union  party  as  I  want,  and  I  wish  to 
preserve  its  principles  and  its  organization  and  to  triumph  upon 
its  old  issues.  I  desire  no  new  tests — no  interpolations  into 
the  old  creed.4 

Also  in  the  Senate  and  at  the  Kossuth  dinner  he  made 
spread-eagle  speeches.  In  these  he  defied  the  crowned 
heads  of  Europe  and  declared  for  self-determination  for 

1  Marcy  to  Buchanan,  Nov.  18,  1851,  Marcy  MS'S. 

J  J.  P.  Beekman  to  Van  Buren,  Mar.  9,  1832,  Van  Buren  MSS. 

*  Marcy  to  Buchanan,  Nov.  18,  1851,  Buchanan  MSS. 

4  Cong.  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  1  Sess.,  Appendix,  p.  65. 
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countries  such  as  Hungary  and  Ireland.  He  admitted  will- 
igness,  under  certain  rather  indefinite  circumstances,  to  have 
the  United  States  invade  Europe  by  force  of  arms  to  aid 
Kossuth’s  cause;  incidentally  he  called  upon  the  government 
to  annex  Cuba.1  These  speeches  were  his  platform.  It 
was  a  foundation  pleasing  to  the  Compromise  men,  to 
Young  America  and  to  the  southern  imperialists.  It  was 
a  formidable  asset  but  his  friends  overreached  themselves. 

Somehow  George  N.  Sanders  acquired  control  of  the 
staid  old  Democratic  Review  and  converted  it  into  the  organ 
of  Young  America.  The  new  management  displayed  its 
purpose  in  the  number  for  January,  1852.  In  this  appeared 
a  slashing  attack  on  American  foreign  policy  which  voiced 
a  demand  that  the  Democracy  nominate  a  bold  candidate 
and  one  who  would  “  maintain  in  the  teeth  of  the  despots 
of  Europe  the  democratic  doctrines  upon  which  his  popu¬ 
larity  and  success  are  based  ”.2  It  contained  scurrilous  and 
ill-disguised  references  to  “  the  ancients  ”,  alluding  to  Butler 
as  a  judicious  bottleholder  ’  whose  sole  claim  to  eminence 
was  the  fact  that  he  once  been  a  follower  of  a  better 
man,  possibly  Cass,  a  “  beaten  horse  ”.3  A  second  article 
on  “  Intervention  ”  praised  extravagantly  a  foreign  policy 
whic  was  simular  to  that  advocated  by  Douglas,4  and  a 
thiid  contained  severe  criticism  of  the  Compromise  measures 
as  political  manoeuvres.5 

Because  of  the  veiled  character  of  their  allusions  these 
utterances  would  not  have  created  much  political  distur- 

Cong.  Globe ,  32nd  Cong.,  1  Sess.,  p.  70;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Jan.  10,  1852; 

J.  Catron  to  Buchanan,  Jan.  19,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS,;  Illinois  State 
Register ,  Feb.  5,  1852. 

2  United  States  Democratic  Review,  vol.  xxx,  p.  12. 

8  Ibid.,  p.  12. 

4  Ibid.,  pp.  61-63. 

*  Ibid.,  p.  87. 
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bance  had  not  the  February  number  contained  another 
article  on  the  “  Presidency  and  the  Review”.  It  declared 
that  the  Democratic  party  needed  a  candidate  with  a  policy. 
It  referred  to  the  dismal  failure  of  Taylor  a  “  no  policy  ” 
candidate,  and  protested  against  the  Democrats  nominating 
a  similar  candidate  such  as  General  Butler;  this  statement 
was  qualified  by  the  addendum :  “  We  use  the  name  merely 
to  represent  the  class,  General  Butler  being  a  good  sample 
of  the  no-policy  statesman  Then  followed  a  bitter  ar¬ 
raignment  of  Butler’s  past  career,  making  it  ridiculous  by 
playing  up  the  fact  that  he  voted  for  himself  in  1848.  The 
article  admitted  that  the  attack  in  the  January  number  had 
been  levelled  against  the  Kentuckian.  The  conclusion 
stated  that  the  Reznew  was  not  controlled  by  any  clique  or 
person,  that  the  statesman  described  in  the  preceding  issue 
was  an  ideal  not  an  actuality.1  The  editor  stoutly  main¬ 
tained  that  Douglas  had  no  connection  with  the  paper. 
George  N.  Sanders  alone  conducted  it.2 

These  slanders  upon  the  fair  name  of  Kentucky  and  the 
dignity  of  one  of  her  sons  could  not  pass  unchallenged.  On 
March  3,  John  C.  Breckinridge  arose  in  the  House  and 
publicly  rebuked  the  Reznew.  In  the  course  of  this  speech 
he  charged  that  Douglas  was  responsible  for,  or  at  least 
entirely  in  accord  with,  the  vicious  course  of  the  periodical. 
As  proof  of  this  he  declared  Douglas  had  signed  a  testi¬ 
monial  for  the  paper  after  the  first  of  the  articles  had  ap¬ 
peared.3  Douglas’  close  friend,  W.  A.  Richardson  of 
Illinois,  replied  to  this  a  few  days  later  denying  that  Douglas 
had  any  connection  with  the  Review.  He  stated  that  the 
testimonial  had  been  signed  before  the  January  number  ap- 

1  Ibid.,  pp.  182  et  seq. 

1  Ibid.,  p.  187. 

8  Cong.  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  1  Sess.,  Appendix,  p.  299. 
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peared.  Unfortunately  in  the  controversy  that  ensued  it 
appeared  that  Richardson  was  in  error  with  respect  to  the 
latter  statement.1 

Then  followed  the  worst  outrage.  The  March  number 
contained  an  article  entitled  “  Congress,  the  Presidency  and 
the  Review  Biting  satire  was  hurled  against  Breckin¬ 
ridge,  the  Washington  Union,  Marcy  and  many  others;  no 
one  was  spared.  Boastfully  the  Review  nailed  Douglas’ 
colors  to  its  masthead.2  But  it  was  too  much.  Only  harm 
came  to  Douglas  from  this  wild  and  brainless  course. 

In  vain  did  Douglas’  friends  charge  that  this  was  a  plot, 
that  the  proof  sheets  of  the  articles  had  been  found  in  the 
possession  of  one  of  Douglas’  enemies.3  In  vain  did  Mar¬ 
shall  of  California,  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  denounce 
Breckinridge’s  attacks  as  malicious  and  declaim  an  extra¬ 
vagant  tribute  to  the  candidate  of  the  Young  Democracy.4 
Rats  flee  from  a  sinking  ship.  “  Bill  ”  Polk,  Congressman 
from  Tennessee  found  that  after  all,  Young  Democrat  as  he 
was,  he  could  not  bear  to  strike  a  blow  at  that  old  hero, 
Cass.5  He  was  not  alone. 

Douglas  maintained  his  swagger.  He  met  Blair  one  day. 

Now  that  Butler  is  used  up  you  will  support  me  ?  ”  Blair 
replied  that  his  support  would  kill  anybody,  to  which  the 
senator  returned,  “  I’ve  got  a  strong  constitution,  I  can 
stand  anything.”  6  But  he  couldn’t.  Attacks  redoubled. 
He  was  too  young,  he  ought  to  wait  a  term  or  two.  North¬ 
erners  objected  to  his  jingo  policy  towards  Cuba.  South  - 

lCong.  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  1  Sess.,  pp.  71 1-4. 

2  U.  S.  Dem.  Rev.,  vol.  xxx,  p.  202. 

3  Johnson,  Douglas,  p.  202. 

‘  Cong .  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  1  Sess.,  Appendix,  pp.  383-5. 

5  Ibid.,  p.  420. 

6  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  April  30,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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erners  were  suspicious  as  to  Inis  stand  on  slavery,  even  south¬ 
ern  friends  had  to  admit,  “  lie  does  not  stand  right  on  rec¬ 
ord,  but  what  northern  man  does?”1  Worst  of  all  he 
was  accused  on  all  sides  of  being  the  candidate  of  that  con¬ 
glomeration  of  “  adventurers,  politicians,  jobbers,  lobby- 
meml>ers,  loafers,  letter  writers,  and  patriots  which  call 
themselves  ‘  Young  America’”.  All  the  corrupt  elements 
were  his  friends.  One  who  may  be  suspected  of  being  un¬ 
friendly  to  him  wrote: 

Douglas  the  candidate  of  the  cormorants  of  our  party  is 
now  considered  a  dead  cock  in  the  pit,  unless  some  throe  in 
the  agony  of  political  death  should  enable  him  to  kill  off  his 
opponents  which  is  not  likely  to  occur.  He  is  a  mere  hotbed; 
production  a  precocious  politician  warmed  into  and  kept  in 
existence  by  a  set  of  interested  plunderers  that  would  in  the 
event  of  success  disembowel  the  treasury,  disgrace  the  country 
and  damn  the  party  to  all  eternity  that  brought  them  into 
power.  Those  arms  thrown  about  his  neck  along  the  street — 1 
reading  pieces  to  him  in  the  oyster  cellar  of  a  complimentary 
character  which  are  to  be  sent  off  to  some  subsidized  press  for 
publication,  then  a  drink,  next  a  haugh,  haugh,  then  some  claim 
to  be  discussed  by  which  they  expect  to  practise  some  swindle 
upon  the  government.  If  you  were  here  where  you  could  see 
some  of  the  persons  engaged  and  the  appliances  brought  to  bear 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  his  election  you  would  involuntarily 
denounce  the  whole  concern  a  poor  miserable,  vile  Bandetti 
and  much  fitter  to  occupy  cells  in  the  penitentiary  than  places 
of  state.2 

Douglas’  last  month  was  spent  in  strenuous  conciliation 
and  promises.  lie  made  attempts  at  ingratiating  himself 
with  Cass  men,  Buchanan  men,  Marcy  men.  He  is  reported 
to  have  promised  all  the  offices  at  the  disposal  of  the  Presi- 

1 II.  J.  Harris  to  Jefferson  Davis,  Mar.  3,  1852,  Davis  MSS. 

2  Andrew  Johnson  to  D.  T.  Patterson,  Apr.  4,  1852,  Johnson  MSS. 
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dent  from  the  cabinet  to  meanest  clerk  in  efforts  to  show 
how  advantageous  it  would  be  to  support  him.  In  vain — 
the  powers  were  leagued  against  him.  Illinois  alone  favored 
him.  A  past  carelessly  lived,  slanderous  attack  and  lobbyist 
support,  the  contempt  of  the  southern  chivalry  for  his  hum¬ 
ble  origin,  the  jealousy  of  age  for  youth,  these  all  had  done 
their  work.1  But  the  end  was  not  yet ;  Douglas’  motto  was 
Resurgam. 

1  Cole,  A.  C.,  Centennial  History  of  Illinois,  vol.  iii,  p.  106. 
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The  Strength  of  Hidden  Currents 

Month  after  month,  back  and  forth  over  the  broad  land 
the  conflict  raged.  One  day  the  advantage  was  with  one 
commander,  the  next  and  it  was  gone.  As  time  wore  on 
the  forces  became  more  and  more  closely  balanced  and  vic¬ 
tory  seemed  impossible  to  any.  But  away,  beyond  the  bat¬ 
tle  lines  a  group  of  guerilla  chieftains  were  planning  to  step 
in  and  seize  the  fruits  of  the  conflict  from  the  hands  of  the 
warworn  leaders.  New  England  had  entertained  bright 
hopes  of  having  one  of  her  sons  in  the  White  House.  The 
death  of  Woodbury  had  shattered  that  dream.  Now  her 
leaders  must  look  elsewhere  for  a  candidate.  To  many 
Butler  of  Kentucky  appeared  to  be  the  best  presidential 
timber,  and  the  ex- Woodbury  leaders  began  to  make  plans 
for  endorsing  him.  As  New  England’s  representative  they 
were  desirous  of  nominating  the  Vice-President  in  the  per¬ 
son  of  one  of  Woodbury’s  disciples,  Franklin  Pierce  of  New- 
Hampshire,  a  man  who  though  young  had  been  the  recipient 
of  many  political  gifts.  Handsome,  engaging  and  a  good 
speaker,  to  him,  the  son  of  one  of  New  Hampshire’s  gover¬ 
nors  and  Revolutionary  heroes,  honour  came  easily.  His 
pleasing  personality  and  his  father’s  name  had  carried  him 
to  the  legislature  of  New  Hampshire,  to  Congress,  and  to 
the  Senate.  But  one  fault,  however,  had  cut  short  his 
career  at  the  capital.  An  inherited  weakness  for  alcohol 
had  made  it  necessary  for  him  to  leave  the  convivial  center 
of  riotous  politics,  and  in  1842  he  had  resigned  his  seat  in 
119]  119 
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the  upper  house  and  returned  to  Concord  to  the  practice  of 
law.1 

In  furtherance  of  the  plan  of  Butler  and  Pierce,  New] 
Hampshire  launched  a  “  boom  The  Granite  State  De¬ 
mocracy  was  controlled  by  a  group  of  Pierce  s  friends 
known  as  the  “  Concord  Cabal  ”,  prominent  among  whom 
were  Charles  G.  Atherton,  Charles  H.  Peaslee,  “  Editor  ” 
Butterfield,  ando  others  of  lesser  note.  In  the  usual  con¬ 
vention  in  June,  1851,  they  had  nominated  Levi  Woodbury 
for  President  and  Luke  Woodbury  for  governor.  Since 
then  Levi  had  died  of  an  abdominal  abscess  and  Luke  had 
hanged  himself.  These  twin  disasters  had  made  imperative 
a  new  state  convention  for  the  nomination  of  a  guberna¬ 
torial  candidate.  This  body  assembled  on  Jackson  Day, 
1852.  Here  to  aid  Pierce’s  chance  of  getting  the  Vice 
Presidency  his  name  was  presented  “  as  worthy  ....  of 
high  place  among  the  names  of  the  eminent  citizens  who 
will  be  conspicuously  before  the  national  convention.” 
Some  noticed  that  the  office  was  not  designated.2 

When  Pierce  found  himself  thus  placed  before  the  people 
he  was  torn  'between  ambition  and  fear  of  returning  to  the 
scene  of  his  former  temptations.  Mrs.  Pierce  besides  was 
very  much  opposed  to  going  back  to  the  capital.  She  was 
a  timid,  frail,  retiring  woman  who  had  all  too  vivid  mem¬ 
ories  of  Washington,  and  her  dread  amounted  almost  to 
terror.  For  these  reasons  Pierce  wrote  to  his  close  friend 
Atherton,  delegate  at  large  from  New  Hampshire  to  the 
Convention,  that  the  use  of  his  name  before  that  body 
“  would  be  utterly  repugnant  to  [his]  tastes  and  wishes  ”.3 

1  Irelan,  Franklin  Pierce,  pp.  18,  575 ;  Field,  Memories  of  Many 
Men,  p.  158;  McClure,  Recollections  of  Half  a  Century,  p.  82. 

State  Capitol  Reporter,  Jan.  9,  1852,  New  Hampshire  Patriot,  Jan. 
14,  !8S2,  Boston  Post,  Jan.  10,  1852. 

3  Irelan,  Pierce,  p.  75. 
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In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  New  York  Herald  predicted 
that  Pierce  would  be  heard  of  again,1  and  notwithstanding 
the  widely  quoted  declaration  of  Colonel  J.  F.  H.  Claiborne, 
editor  of  a  New  Orleans  paper,  that  the  interests  of  the 
south  would  be  as  safe  in  Pierce’s  hands  as  in  those  of  any 
southerner,2  the  incident  seemed  to  be  forgotten  and  Pierce’s 
little  day  of  newspaper  comment  faded  into  obscurity. 

The  mills  of  the  gods  were  grinding  slowly  but  surely. 
As  we  have  seen  on  March  3,  1852,  William  O.  Butler  was 
politically  murdered.  A  second  death  had  robbed  New 
England  of  a  candidate.  But  this  darkest  hour  was  only 
the  harbinger  of  the  coming  dawn. 

Even  before  Butler’s  end,  the  knowing  ones  began  to  per¬ 
ceive  that  the  many  candidates  were  all  hopeless.  Some 
new  man  must  emerge.  Some  possibly  harked  back  to 
1844.  Where  was  another  Polk?  Edmund  Burke  essayed 
to  be  the  Warwick  and  few  men  were  more  familiar  with 
the  field  of  politics  than  he  was.  He  had  served  New 
Hampshire  in  Congress  and  Polk  had  appointed  him  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Patents.  From  1849  to  1850  he  had  been 
joint  editor  of  the  Washington  Union  with  Ritchie. 
These  positions  had  made  necessary  contact  with  politi¬ 
cians  of  every  variety  from  everywhere,  and  Burke  had  used 
his  opportunities  well;  there  were  not  many  with  whom  he 
was  unacquainted.  Now  Burke  had  ambitions  to  return  to 
Washington  as  a  Senator;  but  he  had  enemies.  He  had 
never  been  sure  of  the  good  will  of  the  Concord  group.3 
If  he  could  make  Pierce  president  the  latter  might  feel 
under  obligations  to  Burke  to  aid  his  ambition.  He  had 

1N.  Y.  Herald,  Jan.  15,  1852. 

2  State  Capitol  Reporter,  April  30,  1852;  N.  C.  Standard,  June  28.  1852. 

3  V.  Congressional  Biographical  Directory.  The  Burke  MSS.  contain 
valuable  material  in  regard  to  his  early  life.  His  daughter,  Mrs.  George 
H.  Dana,  supplied  supplementary  material. 
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(been  in  Washington  in  the  fall  of  1851  where  he  had  ap¬ 
peared  to  he  all  things  to  all  men,  being  reported  as  suport- 
ing  Buchanan,  Marcy,  Houston,  and  Douglas.  He  had 
leaned  toward  Cass  after  Woodbury’s  death,  but  now  he 
was  becoming  more  strongly  convinced  that  Pierce  was  the 
man.  To  test  this  conclusion  he  decided  in  the  spring  to 
go  to  Washington  once  more  and  put  his  ear  to  the  ground. 
On  March  25,  1852,  he  arrived  at  the  capital.1 

He  was  not  the  only  one  looking  for  the  yet  unseen. 
His  friend,  Caleb  Cushing  of  Massachusetts,  Tyler  Whig, 
Democrat,  and  at  present  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Massachusetts  by  appointment  of  a  coalitionist,  had  also 
been  surveying  the  field.  Cushing  in  company  with  Paul 
R,  George  of  Lowell,  Massachusetts,  brother  of  one  of 
Pierce's  law  students,  had  made  an  extended  tour  through 
the  west  to  look  after  land  and  railroad  investments,  and 
had  sounded  out  sentiment  there.2  But  he  had  not  yet 
found  the  available  man.  Douglas  to  whom  he  had  leaned 
had  been  killed  by  a  surfeit  of  violent  praise.  Where  else 
might  he  turn?  Marcy  seemed  to  offer  superior  qualifica¬ 
tions  and  Cushing  decided  to  inevstigate.  Accordingly, 
accompanied  by  the  ever  present  George,  he  arrived  in  New1 
York  in  the  last  days  of  March.  After  several  days  of  in¬ 
terviews  with  New  York  politicians  he  went  in  to  Washing¬ 
ton  seemingly  impressed  with  Marcy’ s  desirability.3 

Burke  had  not  been  idle.  The  fortnight  after  his  arrival 
had  been  a  busy  one.  He  stayed  at  the  house  frequented 

1  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  Jan.  25,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS.,  Burke  to 
Welles,  Nov.  5,  1851,  Welles  MSS.;  H.  K.  Smith  to  Marcy,  Jan.  28, 
1852,  Stryker  to  Marcy,  Mar.  13,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.;  Baltimore  Sun, 
March  26,  1852. 

’George,  Paul  R.  George,  passim.  Chicago  Democrat,  Sept.  24,  1851. 

3  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Mar.  25,  1852,  Brodhead  to  Marcy,  April  1,  1852, 
Marcy  MSS. 
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by  John  S.  Barbour,  chairman  of  the  Virginia  Democratic 
Convention,  and  other  prominent  Virginians.  Here  he 
consulted  with  many  as  to  Pierce’s  availability  for  his  wide 
knowledge  of  politicians  gave  him  excellent  opportunities. 
He  consorted  with  Virginians,  with  New  Yorkers,  and 
men  from  all  sections  and  everywhere  he  got  the  same 
reply — if  the  other  candidates  could  not  win  and  Pierce 
would  accept  he  would  be  just  the  man.  He  could  even 
please  both  factions  in  New  York.  Burke  was  impressed 
by  these  possibilities  and  he  laid  the  matter  before  the  New 
Hampshire  Congressional  delegation  and  other  men  from 
that  State  then  in  Washington.  Senator  Bradbury  from 
Maine  who  had  gone  to  Bowdoin  with  Pierce  became  en¬ 
thusiastic  about  him,  and  directed  all  his  energies  toward 
interesting  others.  Thert  Cushing  arrived  from  New  York, 
and  it  may  be  presumed  that  Burke  was  quick  to  confer 
with  him.  However,  there  was  one  stumbling  block : 
Pierce  had  publicly  declined  to  be  a  candidate.  This  must 
(be  removed  somehow.  About  April  9  both  Burke  and 
Pierce’s  friend,  Major  Benjamin  B.  French,  wrote  him  an 
account  of  their  investigation  and  asked  him  to-  allow  his 
friends  to  push  his  cause.  Pierce  replied  to  them  both  on 
April  12  and  13  that  when,  and  only  when,  all  other  can¬ 
didates  were  used  up  would  he  consent  to  go  before  the  Con¬ 
vention.  He  definitely  placed  the  matter  in  the  hands  of 
his  New  Hampshire  friends,  Burke,  French,  Atherton,  Hib¬ 
bard,  Peaslee  and  Senator  Norris.  He  did  not  seem  to 
think  that  his  chances  were  worth  much.  But  aid  was  com¬ 
ing  from  another  scource.1 

The  Mexican  war,  like  all  other  enterprises  of  the  Wash¬ 
ington  government  of  the  period,  was  deeply  tinged  with 

1  Burke  to  Pierce,  Apr.  9,  Pierce  to  Burke,  Apr.  13,  1852,  Pierce  MSS. 
B.  B.  French  to  Burke,  Sept.  17,  1852,  Burke  MSS. 
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party  politics.  The  Democratic  party  was  in  power  but 
lack  of  Democratic  generals  made  it  necessary  to  appoint 
two  Whigs,  Scott  and  Taylor,  to  command  the  major  ex¬ 
peditions  of  the  war.  For  the  brigade  commands,  how¬ 
ever,  there  were  plenty  of  deserving  Democrats,  so  Major 
General  Scott  had  for  his  brigadiers  men  who  were  poli¬ 
tically  opposed  to  him.  Prominent  in  this  group  were 
Billow,  Bierce,  Cushing,  Seymour,  Quitman  and  Davis. 
As  might  have  been  expected  Scott’s  irascible  temper 
brought  on  quarrels  which  political  differences  did  nothing 
to  heal.  The  most  important  of  these  quarrels,  as  far  as 
results  went,  was  one  between  Scott  and  Pillow  which 
brought  about  Pillow’s  trial  by  court-martial  upon  charges 
preferred  by  Scott.  Pillow  was  acquitted  but  he  continued 
to  cherish  a  hearty  desire  for  revenge.  When,  therefore, 
Scott  began  to  become  a  prominent  candidate  for  the  Whig 
nomination  for  the  presidency  Pillow  determined  to  do  what 
he  could  to  build  up  the  Democratic  power  in  order  to  make 
its  candidate  sure  of  defeating  Scott;  incidentally  he  hoped 
to  be  chosen  Vice  President  himself.1 

Pillow  had  never  forgotten  the  'Convention  of  1844 
where,  according  to  his,  own  opinion,  he  had  nominated 
Polkk  He  felt  himself  to  be  a  political  power.  He  started 
to  rally  all  those  who  had  been  brother  officers  in  the 
Mexican  War.  He  began  a  series  of  visits  to  different 
men  but  he  was  most  active  in  his  native  state,  Tennessee. 

e  had  a  powerful  ally  in  the  person  of  his  brother-in-law, 
Aaron  V.  Brown.  The  objective  was  the  control  of  the 
state  convention  and  a  nomination  to  the  Vice-Presidency 
by  that  body.  Pillow’s  forces  were  joined  with  those  of 
ouglas,  and  the  Marcy  men  were  friendly.  Buchanan’s 


J.  A‘  °'  R  Nicholson  to  John  P.  Heiss,  Nov. 
Historical  Magazine,  vol.  ii,  p.  227. 

2  McCormac,  James  K.  Polk,  p.  240. 
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friends,  on  the  other  hand,  were  of  the  group  antagonistic 
to  the  Pillow-Brown  forces.  They  succeded  in  defeating 
these  plans  in  so  far  as  no  instructions  were  given  to  the 
delegation,  and  Pillow  and  Trousdale,  a  Buchanan  man, 
were  both  recommended  as  suitable  candidates  for  the  Vice- 
Presidency.1  After  this  defeat,  and  with  the  coming  of 
spring,  Pillow  decided  to  make  a  pilgrimage  to  the  Mecca 
of  political  life.  He  arrived  in  Washington  on  April  n. 

Here  he  met  Cushing,  Burke,  and  the  other  politicians  in 
charge  of  the  Pierce  boom.  He  became  enthusiastic  about 
Pierce’s  chances  and  began  to  consider  schemes  for  Pierce 
and  Pillow.2  Cushing  and  Pillow  soon  departed  north¬ 
ward  to  see  Pierce  and  on  the  way  planned  to  do  as  much 
missionary  work  as  possible,  especially  among  their  com¬ 
panions  in  arms  in  the  late  Mexican  embroglio.  Between 
April  20th  and  24th  they  left  Washington  for  New  York. 
Here  they  talked  with  Marcy’s  friends  and  spoke  of  going 
up  to  see  Marcy.  However  they  managed  to  put  it  off 
until  Pillow  should  return  from  a  trip  he  was  going  to 
make  into  New  England,  and  the  conference  was  never 
held.3  Shortly  after  this  visit  a  long  biography  of  Pillow 
appeared  in  the  New  York  Herald  in  which  the  military 
glory  of  that  intrepid  soldier  was  exploited  at  the  expense 
of  Major  General  Scott.4  Pillow  and  Cushing  then  went 
into  New  England  stopping  in  Connecticut  to  see  their 

1  Alfred  Balch  to  A.  J.  Donelson,  Dec.  28,  1851,  Donelson  MSS.;  Marcy 
to  Buchanan,  Nov.  24,  1851,  Buchanan  M'SS.;  Cave  Johnson  to  Marcy, 
Dec.  S,  1851,  Pan.  14,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.  Washington  Union,  Jan.  25,  1852. 

2  Baltimore  Sun,  Apr.  12,  1852,  Pillow  to  Burke,  Sept.  4,  1852,  Burke 
MSS.  and  explanatory  note  in  State  Capitol  Reporter,  Oct.  29,  1853. 

3  Campbell  to  Marcy,  April  13  and  May  8,  1852,  Cushing  to  Marcy, 
April  20,  1852,  Stryker  to  Marcy,  April  25,  28,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

*  N.  Y.  Herald,  May  6,  1852. 
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former  comrade,  Brigadier  General  Thomas  L.  Seymour.1 
At  Boston  they  held  conference  with  politicians  including 
Governor  Boutwell,  and  on  April  30  they  visited  Pierce  at 
Concord.  After  conference  they  returned  to  Boston  on 
the  following  day  and  soon  thereafter  Pillow  left  for  Wash¬ 
ington.2  He  stopped  in  Philadelphia  and  there  emphasized 
the  necessity  of  maintaining  the  time-honored  two-thirds 
rule  in  the  coming  convention.  Pie  left  Philadelphia  on 
May  13  and  went  immediately  to  the  capital.3 

Meanwhile  Burke  had  been  adroitly  suggesting  Pierce’s 
claims  for  consideration  in  case  the  others  should  be  im¬ 
possible.  He  spoke  of  his  adherence  to  the  Compromise, 
his  friendship  for  the  south,  his  desire  that  she  should  have 
her  rights  and  his  soundness  on  the  tariff  and  on  rivers  and 
harbors.  He  secured  the  services  of  Francis  J.  Grund,  a 
veteran  newspaper  correspondent,  who  wrote  letters  to  the 
independent  papers,  the  Baltimore  Sun  and  the  Philadelphia 
Ledger,  cleverly  suggesting  Pierce’s  availability.  He  made 
rapprochments  with  Cass,  Douglas,  and  Marcy  leaders,  and 
as  the  situation  became  more  tense,  his  work  began  to  make 
a  greater  impression.  About  May  1  he  left  Washington  to 
lay  plans  in  New  England.4 S 

He  stopped  in  Boston  on  his  way  and  had  an  interview 
with  Benjamin  F.  Hallett.  The  Massachusetts  delegation 

1  Augusta  Age,  May  6,  1852. 

2  Boutwell,  Reminiscences,  vol.  i,  p.  121 ;  State  Capitol  Reporter, 
May  4,  1852;  New  Hampshire  Statesman,  May  22,  June  12,  1852, 
Trenton  (N.  J.)  State  Gazette,  June  8,  1852;  Henry  Wilson  to  Sumner, 
May  4,  1852,  Sumner  MSS. 

McKibben  to  Buchanan,  May  12,  1852,  Cadwallader  to  Buchanan, 
May  20,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS.  Snow  to  Marcy,  May  22,  1852,  Marcy 
MS'S. ;  Washington  Union,  May  15,  1852. 

*  State  Capitol  Reporter,  Oct.  22,  1853,  N.  H.  Statesman,  Oct.  29,  1853; 

S  lelds  to  Burke,  May  3,  1852,  Horatio  Seymour  to  Burke,  Aug.  27, 
1852,  Burke  MSS. 
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was  divided.  One  element,  that  of  Cushing  and  his  coali¬ 
tion  friends,  were  in  the  Pierce  movement  with  Burke, 
but  a  larger  portion  under  the  lead  of  Hallett  and  Greene, 
were  for  Cass.  Burke  felt  the  need  of  union  in  New  Eng¬ 
land,  and  as  New  Hampshire  and  some  of  the  Maine  delega¬ 
tion  (through  Bradbury’s  influence)  were  agreed  he  wanted 
Massachusetts  solid.1  If  this  could  be  brought  about  he 
felt  that  Vermont,  Connecticut  (with  Seymour’s  assistance) 
and  Rhode  Island  would  come  around  when  needed.  Con¬ 
sequently  he  was  rejoiced  when  Hallett  acquiesced  in  his 
suggestion  that  in  case  Cass,  whom  they  both  wanted,' 
should  be  killed  off,  they  go  for  Pierce.  Confident  now1 
that  New  Hampshire,  Maine  and  Massachusetts  had  reached 
an  understanding  he  went  home  to  plan  the  final  steps. 

He  had  written  Pierce  prior  to  leaving  Washington  de¬ 
tailing  what  had  been  done,  but  Pierce  was  away  on  circuit 
and  did  not  receive  the  letter  until  May  9  He  replied 
stating  a  wish  to  see  Burke  and  proposing  a  meeting  at 
Newport,  Burke’s  home.  Inclement  weather  delayed  this, 
however,  and  Burke  was  invited  to  a  meeting  of  the  delega¬ 
tion  held  at  Concord,  May  17,  for  a  last  conference  before 
their  leaving  for  Washington;  Burke  was  unable  to  get  to 
Concord  for  this  but  he  wrote  an  outline  of  a  plan  of  action 
which  was  substantially  followed.  Pierce  was  determined 
that  his  name  should  only  be  used  as  a  last  resort  to  har¬ 
monize  the  Convention.  This  fell  in  with  the  scheme 
agreed  upon,  namely,  that  Pierce  was  not  to  be  a  candidate; 
he  had  declined — let  that  stand.  His  name  was  not  to  be 
before  the  Convention.  The  delegates  favorable  to  him 
were  to  vote  for  Cass,  Buchanan  .Douglas,  some  for  one, 
some  for  others — in  fact  they  were  to  be  all  things  to  all 
men  until  the  hour  arrived.  Meanwhile  Pierce’s  availability 


1  B.  F.  Hallett  to  Burke,  Aug.  28,  1852,  Burke  MSS. 
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as  a  last  resort  was  to  be  quietly  circulated  by  all.  To 
show  his  genuine  acquiescence  in  the  Compromise  he  was 
to  write  a  letter  addressed  to  Colonel  Lally  glowingly  en¬ 
dorsing  the  measure  though  disclaiming  the  idea  that  his 
name  was  to  be  before  the  Convention.1  This  was  to  be 
ready  for  circulation  at  Baltimore  and  the  Scott  letter  was 
to  be  ignored.  Pierce  came  over  to  Newport  and  had  a 
final  interview  with  Burke.  The  plan  was  perfected.  The 
New  Hampshire,  Maine  and  Massachusetts  delegates  grad¬ 
ually  appeared  in  Washington  and  Baltimore  each  quietly 
preaching  the  gospel  of  the  new  dispensation  which  was  to 
be  the  salvation  of  the  Democratic  party.2 

1  Pierce  to  Burke,  May  10,  12,  17,  1852,  Burke  MSS.;  Irelan,  Pierce, 
p.  76. 

1  Little  of  this  got  into  the  newspapers.  Now  and  then  a  side  remark 
would  appear  as  to  Pierce’s  possible  chance.  Pillow’s  advocacy  of 
Pierce  and  Pillow  led  to  some  comment — but  most  were  so  intent 
on  pressing  their  favorites  and  so  well  were  the  plans  kept  that  few 
realized  what  was  going  on.  N.  Y.  Herald,  May  25,  1852,  Lawrence 
Sentinel  copied  by  the  State  Capitol  Reporter,  May  21,  1852,  Lowell 
Courier  copied  by  the  State  Capitol  Reporter,  May  11,  1852,  Indiana 
State  lournal,  May  19,  1852,  cited  in  Indiana  Magazine  of  History , 
vol.  xi,  p.  317. 


CHAPTER  IX 


The  Crisis  Safely  Passed 

The  scene  shifts  from  Washington  to  Baltimore.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  last  two  weeks  of  May  the  capital  had  been  in  tur¬ 
moil.  Delegates  were  arriving  daily  and  no  efforts  were 
spared  by  the  friends  of  the  various  candidates  to  lead  them 
to  see  the  true  light.  It  is  stated  that  even  Presidential  as¬ 
pirants  participated  in  disgusting  scenes  in  oyster-cellar  and 
barroom.  There  the  electioneering  resembled  “  a  vulgar 
barbecue  where  county  offices  were  solicited.”  Baltimore 
was  but  an  intensified  duplicate.  The  city  was  crowded. 
Besides  some  six  hundred  delegates  there  were  any  number 
of  hangers-on,  spectators,  political  scavengers.  The  hotels 
were  packed  to  suffocation,  the  lobbies  were  filled  with 
crowds  dimly  discernible  through  tobacco  smoke.  Guffaws, 
quarrels,  heated  arguments  were  punctuated  by  the  hissing 
of  spitoons.  Everywhere  was  noise,  confusion  and  intox¬ 
ication.  For  the  next  few  days  many  slept  little  and  ate 
less,  but  drank  much.1 

Friends  of  the  candidates  had  their  headquarters  in  which 
centered  delegates  and  workers.  To  these  and  to  all  comers 
were  dispensed  all  manner  of  eatables  and  drinkables — on 
the  principle  that  the  way  to  a  man’s  vote  was  through  his 
stomach.  Cass  men  had  no  regular  headquarters  or  or¬ 
ganization  but  individuals  like  Jesse  D.  Bright,  General 
Aaron  Ward  of  New  York,  and  Simon  Cameron  were  mov- 

1  Cincinnati  Gazette,  June  9,  1852;  Field,  Memories  of  Many  Men, 
p.  157;  v.  p.  130,  notes  1-4. 
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in g  through  the  melee  endeavoring  to  influence  a  vote  here 
and  there.  Dickinson’s  rooms  at  Barnum’s  Hotel  made 
another  Cass  center.1  Buchanan  men  were  at  Caroll  Hall. 
The  delegates  from  Pennsylvania  had  issued  an  address 
setting  forth  his  availability  and  circulated  many  copies  of 
it.  Also  they  distributed  thousands  of  handbills  inviting 
everyone  to  call  at  headquarters.2  Marcy  men  were  well 
prepared.  They  lodged  at  the  Eutaw  House.  The  work 
was  in  charge  of  Seymour,  Skinner  and  Corning,  who  car¬ 
ried  a  letter  from  Marcy  giving  them  full  authority  to  act 
for  him.  They  got  the  Baltimore  Sun  to  publish  his  letters 
of  the  previous  year  written  to  Judge  Fine.  These  docu¬ 
ments  showed  how  safe  Marcy  was  on  the  Compromise. 
Five  hundred  extra  copies  of  this  number  were  procured 
for  distribution.  But  the  delegation  from  the  Empire 
State  was  divided.8  Everywhere  Douglas  men  were  the 
most  active.  They  had  command  of  much  money  and  no 
stone  was  left  unturned.  His  friends  were  willing  to  pro¬ 
mise  anything  and  everything.  Young  America  neither 
slumbered  nor  slept.4  It  was  apparent  to  unprejudiced  ob¬ 
servers  that  the  principal  contestants  were  so  evenly  matched 
that  probably  a  dark  horse  would  win  the  race.  To  some  it 
seemed  that  Butler  had  the  best  chance,  to  others,  Marcy  or 
Houston  or  Douglas.  Meanwhile  Burke  and  his  allies  were 
busy  with  their  propaganda. 


1  Biographical  Review  of  Broome  County,  pp.  410-11;  N.  Y.  Herald, 
June  1  and  2,  1852. 

2  Van  Dyke  to  Buchanan,  May  29,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS.;  Augusta 
Age,  June  3,  1852;  N.  Y.  Herald,  June  2,  1852;  Baltimore  American, 
June  1,  1852. 

N.  Y.  Herald,  June  1-2,  1852;  Baltimore  Sun,  June  1,  1852;  Marcy 
to  Seymour,  Skinner  and  Corning,  May  24,  1852,  Wetmore  to  Marcy, 
June  s,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

A.  t .  Herald,  June  1-4,  1852;  Puritan  Recorder  (Boston),  June  17, 
1852;  Pruyn  to  Marcy,  June  2,  1852,  Wetmore  to  Marcy,  June  5,  1852, 
Marcy  MSS. 
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On  Monday  evening,  May  31,  a  monster  mass-meeting 
was  held  in  Monument  Square  where  there  were  fireworks 
and  oratory.  Many  delegations  held  final  caucuses  to  agree 
upon  details  of  action.  All  night  long  there  was  ceaseless 
activity  and  the  dawning  day  found  it  little  abated. 

At  twelve  o’clock  noon  qn  Tuesday,  June  1,  1852,  Ben¬ 
jamin  F.  Hallett  of  Massachusetts,  Chairman  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  National  Committee  mounted  the  rostrum  of  the  hall 
of  the  Maryland  Institute  and  called  to  order  this  conven¬ 
tion  as  a  symbol  of  the  “  union  of  the  Democratic  party 
throughout  the  Union  ”  met  “  to  preserve  and  maintain  that 
Union.”  The  confusion  was  great,  seats  had  been  pro¬ 
vided  for  two  hundred  and  ninety-six  delegates,  the  number 
of  the  electoral  votes,  but  some  states  sent  enormous  dele¬ 
gations,  Virginia  for  example  sent  sixty-nine  men  to  cast 
her  fifteen  votes.  This  practice  augmented  the  number  of 
delegates  present  to  nearly  seven  hundred,  plus  members  of 
Congress  and  the  entire  legislature  of  Maryland.  A  roar¬ 
ing  mob  is  perhaps  the  best  characterization  of  the  conven¬ 
tion  when  called  to  order.  In  the  midst  of  the  tumult, 
General  Romulus  M.  Saunders  of  North  Carolina  was  made 
temporary  chairman  and  a  Baltimore  clergyman  “  addressed 
the  Throne  of  Grace  ”  in  a  petition  “  that  plenteous  streams 
of  mercy  and  love  may  descend  upon  this  convention  ”. 
Then  a  committe  for  permanent  organization  was  selected, 
and  as  there  were  contesting  delegations  from  several  states 
a  committee  on  credentials  was  also  chosen,  in  both  cases 
consisting  of  one  delegate  from  each  state.  This  accom¬ 
plished,  the  convention  adjourned  until  5  P.  M.1 

At  a  little  before  six  the  Convention  came  together  and 


1  The  account  of  the  convention  unless  otherwise  noted  is  taken  from 
two  editions  of  published  proceedings.  One  was  printed  by  Robert 
Armstrong  and  the  other  was  reported  and  published  by  Wm.  Hincks 
and  F.  H.  Smith. 
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after  much  complaint  as  to  the  fact  that  the  accommoda¬ 
tions  for  the  delegates  were  not  large  enough,  Jacob  M. 
Thompson  chairman  of  -the  Organization  Committee, 
brought  in  a  report  naming  John  W.  Davis  of  Indiana  for 
President  of  the  Convention  and  reaffirming  the  two-thirds 
rule.  This  report  was  adopted,  Davis  took  the  chair  ad¬ 
juring  the  Convention  “  to  cultivate  harmony,  conciliate 
compromise — everthing  for  principles,  nothing  for  men.’'’ 
Creighton  of  Ohio  then  moved  to  reconsider  the  vote  on 
the  two-thirds  rule,  which  motion  Payne  of  Virgina  moved 
to  lay  on  -the  table.  In  the  resulting  vote  only  Ohio  and 
three  delegates  from  New  York  voted  against  maintaining; 
this  time-honored  custom.  .  When  the  result  was  known  ex- 
President  Van  Buren's  son,  Smith,  let  out  a  war-whoop  of 
joy  that  resounded  through  the  hall.1  The  Convention  ad¬ 
journed  and  the  first  day  was  over,  but  the  electioneering 
never  ceased. 

At  ten  Wednesday  morning,  June  2,  the  Convention  again 
assembled  amid  the  same  confusion  and  resolutions  were 
passed  providing  for  a  platform  committee  and  a  committee 
to  select  the  new  Democratic  General  Committee.  Then 
Philips  of  Alabama  introduced  a  resolution  endorsing  the 
Compromise  and  Charlich  of  New  York  an  amendment 
making  the  endorsement  of  the  Fugitive  Slave  Act  much 
stronger.  Bright  of  Indiana  moved  a  similar  resolution. 
These  were  all  referred  to  the  Resolutions!  Committee  not 
yet  appointed. 

Coming  together  for  the  second  session  of  -that  day  the 
delegates  found  the  hall  rearranged  with  ample  accommo¬ 
dations  provided.  After  the  appointment  of  a  Platform 
Committee  a  motion  was  made  to  proceed  to  ballot.  Im¬ 
mediately  an  attempt  was  made  to  have  the  platform  ad- 

1  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  June  1,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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opted  first;  this  was  strenuously  opposed.  Wise  of  Vir¬ 
ginia,  Nabers  of  Mississippi  and  Robinson  of  Indiana  made 
the  principal  speeches  for  the  motion,  while  Soule  of  Louis¬ 
iana  and  Floyd  spoke  against  it.  It  was  an  attempt  of 
those  opposed  to  an  endorsement  of  the  Compromise,  lar¬ 
gely  Buchanan  men,  to  fight  that  question  out  first.  The 
vote  taken  showed  that  the  opinion  was  that  such  a  fight 
might  destroy  the  Convention,  and  that  the  Douglas,  Cass, 
Marcy  and  New  England  delegates  had  combined  to  de¬ 
feat  the  move.1  “  Principles,  not  men”  was  defeated  155- 
123. 

Next  in  the  order  of  business  was  the  report  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Credentials  which  had  been  organized  with,  Ed¬ 
mund  Burke  as  chairman.  This  consisted  of  a  list  of  de¬ 
legates  and  decisions  on  the  various  contested  seats.  All 
contests  had  been  of  a  minor  variety  except  those  from 
Georgia  and  Massachusetts.  The  states  rights  and  union 
delegations  from  Georgia  were  both  admitted ;  as  the  states 
rights  group  was  the  larger  it  could  outvote  the  union  ag¬ 
gregation  and  make  it  powerless.  But  Masachusetts  was 
not  so  easily  disposed  of.  Here  Robert  Rantoul,  Jr.,  had 
been  regularly  nominated  by  the  Democratic  Convention 
of  the  second  district.  However,  Rantoul,  though  a  loyal 
Democrat,  had  been  in  favor  of  coalition  and  the  hunkers 
called  an  irregular  convention  to  nominate  a  “  pure  ”  dele¬ 
gate.  The  committee  majority  declared  in  favor  of  the 
contestant,  Lord,  but  a  minority  submitted  a  dissenting  re¬ 
port.  Decision  by  the  convention  was  postponed  till  the 
morrow.  The  second  day  was  over  and  no  balloting  had 
been  accomplished.  Outside  the  hall  the  missionaries  were 
ceaselessly  active. 


1  It  is  significant  that  the  Dickinson  faction  in  New  York  did  not  vote 
with  the  other  Cass  delegations  but  cast  its  lot  with  the  southern 
rights  delegates. 
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In  the  morning  the  Convention  applied  the  steam  roller 
and  Rant oul, though  regularly  elected,  was  unseated,  194- 
83.  The  Marcy  delegation  from  New  York,  the  delegates 
from  Ohio,  New  Jersey,  a  majority  from  Illinois,  Iowa, 
Wisconsin  and  Rhode  Island,  together  with  small  minori¬ 
ties  from  other  northern  states  alone  protested.  The  south¬ 
ern  delegations  were  adamant  and  they  carried  two-thirds 
of  New  England  with  them.1  This  disposed  of,  the  Con¬ 
vention  proceeded  to  ballot.  Two  hundred  and  eighty-eight 
votes  were  the  whole  number  and  197  was  to  be  the  fateful 
quota  necessary  to  nominate. 

During  the  morning  eight  ballots  were  cast  and  Cass 
was  in  the  lead,  mustering  1 19' votes.  His  strength  lay  in 
New  England,  Ohio,  Kentucky,2  and  Michigan,  and  besides 
he  had  the  votes  of  New  Jersey,  Delaware,  Maryland,  Louis¬ 
iana,  Missouri,  and  the  Dickinson  minority  of  New  York. 
Thisi  support  was  too  varied  and  his  prospects  were  none 
■too  bright.  Then  came  Buchanan  with  as  many  as  95, 
mustering  a  compact  phalanx  from  Pennsylvania  and  the 
south.  Douglas  rose  from  20  to  34  and  was  steadily  ad¬ 
vancing.  He  started  with  Illinois  and  a  majority  from 
Florida  and  was  soon  joined  by  Arkansas,  Vermont  and 
most  of  California.  Marcy  with  23  votes  from  New  York 
and  one  or  two  others  was  the  only  other  candidate  of 
prominence.  Lane  had  Indiana,  but  that  delegation  was 
going  to  use  him  only  until  the  winner  should  appear. 


1  Rantoul  declared  later  that  he  had  been  unseated  because  he  refused 
to  promise  the  credentials  committee  that  he  would  support  the  platform 
before  he  saw  it.  A  correspondent  of  the  N.  Y.  Herald  said  this 
action  was  taken,  against  the  better  judgment  of  southern  leaders,  to 
gratify  Hallett’s  spite  against  coalitionists.  Cong.  Globe,  32nd  Cong., 
1st  Sess.,  p.  558,  N.  Y.  Herald,  June  16,  1852. 

*  Butler’s  friends  had  decided  to  support  Cass  first  in  accordance  with 
the  former’s  wishes.  He  had  written  a  letter  giving  way  to  the 
Michigan  Senator,  Augusta  Age,  June  3,  1852. 
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Butler,  Houston,  Dickinson,  Dodge  of  Wisconsin,  and 
Weller  of  California  received  a  vote  or  so  now  and  then. 

Meeting  again  at  four,  nine  more  ballots  were  cast  with¬ 
out  incident  except  that  the  breaking  of  a  settee  in  the  gal¬ 
lery  created  the  impression  that  the  structure  was  coming 
down ;  this  caused  a  small  panic.  These  ballots  showed  that 
Cass  was  weakening,  Buchanan  was  remaining  stationary, 
and  Douglas  was  gaining.  Cass  lost  Missouri  to  Douglas 
and  went  down  to  98  as  the  latter  reached  5 1 .  Thus  passed 
Thursday. 

Friday  morning  brought  the  Convention  together  again 
at  nine  o’clock.  The  night  had  been  spent  in  caucus  and 
consultation;  threat,  cajolery,  pleading,  promise,  money, 
liquor,  all  had  been  at  work.1  The  platform  committee  had 
completed  its  task,  and  its  chairman,  Aaron  V.  Brown 
would  have  reported  a  summary  of  its  deliberations,  had  he 
not  been  called  to  order.  Ill-feeling  in  the  Virginia  dele¬ 
gation  precipitated  a  hot  debate.  Douglas  men  such  as 
Floyd  and  Claiborne  appealed  to  the  Convention  to  decide 
against  the  unit  rule  so  they  might  no  longer  be  bound  to 
vote  for  Buchanan.  After  angry  speeches,  the  chairman 
finally  ruled  that  this  was  a  matter  for  each  delegation  to 
decide  for  itself.  The  balloting  showed  surprising  results. 
Cass  fell  from  99  to  33,  losing  practically  everything  ex¬ 
cept  Michigan,  13  from  Ohio  and  his  New  York  minority, 
Douglas  went  on  up  to  80  gaining  Rhode  Island,  Wisconsin, 
Iowa,  Louisiana,  and  a  majority  from  Massachusetts  and 
Tennessee,  but  Buchanan  made  the  phenomenal  spurt.  By 
the  twenty-second  ballot  he  had  104  ;  New  Jersey  had  come 
over  and  he  had  made  gains  in  New  England.  Then  did 
the  Buchanan  leaders  implore  the  Marcy  men  to  come  to 
their  aid  promising  return  support  if  Buchanan  failed  to 
carry.  Marcy’s  managers  refused  to  the  anger  and  disgust 


1  V.  p.  129  n. 
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of  the  Pennsylvanians.  The  New  Yorkers  were  certain 
that  Buchanan  could  get  no  more  votes  because  he  was  the 
second  choice  of  no  northern  state  and  he  already  had  prac¬ 
tically  all  the  south.  Also  if  the  Marcy  delegates  were  re¬ 
leased  from  their  instructions,  those  in  charge  felt  that  some 
of  them  would  not  feel  bound  to  return  to  Marcy.  Thus 
his  essential  New  York  nucleus  would  be  destroyed  and  he 
could  stand  no  chance  of  being  run  before  the  Convention. 
Now  Marcy  had  the  enmity  of  the  Pennsylvanians  as  well 
as  of  the  Dickinsonians.1  Then  Butler  started  a  little  boom 
when  Kentucky  went  for  him,  and  by  the  twenty-fifth  bal¬ 
lot  he  had  Deleware  and  a  majority  of  New  Hampshire  and 
Maryland. 

The  afternoon  session  of  Friday  brought  seven  more 
ballots.  Buchanan  lost  decidedly,  falling  back  to  72,  Butler 
failed  and  Douglas  began  to  climb.  He  got  back  Missouri 
and  broke  into  the  south  by  securing  four  votes  from  North 
Carolina.  He  reached  92.  Then  fear  began  to  take  hold 
of  the  hearts  of  his  enemies.  Cass  had  failed,  Buchanan 
had  failed,  and  in  a  tired  convention  Douglas  was  looming 
large.  In  desperation  they  turned  to  Cass.  He  had  fal¬ 
len  far  even  losing  his  Ohio  majority  and  had  only  27  votes. 
On  the  thirtieth  Maryland  came  back,  on  the  thirty-first 
Delaware,  Ohio,  Tennessee  and  Indian  voted  for  him  and 
his  27  increased  to  65.  Now  the  southern  “  Buehaneers  ” 
feared  a  landslide  and  Virginia  attempted  to  adjourn — but 
it  was  no  use.  The  thirty-second  brought  New  Hampshire, 
New  Jersey  and  Kentucky  under  the  Cass  banner  and  on 
the  thirty-third  they  were  joined  by  Louisiana,  Missouri 
and  a  majority  from  Massachusetts.  He  was  now  at  123, 
but  efforts  to  adjourn  were  successful.  Cass’  friends  were 
jubilant,  but  his  enemies  were  determined. 


1  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Stryker  to  Marcy,  June  7,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.; 
Johnson  to  Buchanan,  June  8,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. 
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A  feeling  of  crisis  was  everywhere.  Two  days  had  been 
spent  in  balloting  without  result.  The  old  fear  that  the 
Convention  would  break  up  without  a  choice  and  destroy 
the  party’s  chance  of  success  had  haunted  many  during  that 
second  day.  Now  it  seemed  that  in  order  to  avert  this  dire 
calamity  or  its  alternative,  the  nomination  of  Douglas,  the 
delegates  were  in  desperation  going  to  choose  Cass  again. 
His  meteoric  rise  in  the  last  few  ballots  indicated  such  a 
danger.  The  Buchanan  men  were  determined  to  prevent 
this. 

Cass  was  too  unreliable  to  be  depended  upon  by  the 
southerners.  His  squatter  sovereignty  doctrine  was  am¬ 
biguous  and  dangerous.  Besides  he  had  been  defeated  once 
and  another  disaster  must  not  be  invited.  Buchanan’s 
Pennsylvania  friends  knew  if  Cass  were  nominated  Cam¬ 
eron  would  triumph  over  them.  They  were  fairly  confident 
that  with  their  firm  nucleus  of  seventy-eight  votes  they 
could  prevent  Cass’  choice.  But  if  they  did  this  again 
would  it  not  mean  that  the  Convention  would  break  up  in 
despair?  It  was  for  them  to  provide  an  alternative.  Penn¬ 
sylvania  invited  representatives  from  the  Virginia,  North 
Carolina,  Georgia,1  Alabama  and  Mississippi  delegations  to 
meet  at  Caroll  Hall.  Here  they  planned  far  into  the  night. 
They  decided  that  Buchanan  could  not  be  nominated  until 
every  other  possible  candidate  had  been  tried  and  had  been 
proven  a  failure.  When  the  futility  of  any  other  choice 
had  been  demonstrated  then  they  could  stage  a  successful 
rally  for  Buchanan.  To  them  Pierce,  Butler  and  Marcy 
seemed  the  only  candidates  remaining.  It  was  decided  that 


1  In  the  Georgia  delegation  the  southern  rights  men  were  mostly  for 
Douglas  and  the  union  wing  for  Cass.  In  order  to  defeat  Douglas,  the 
Cass  men  joined  with  several  Buchanan  men'  and  cast  the  vote  of  the 
state  for  the  Pennsylvanian.  This,  they  claimed,  defeated  Douglas, 
Toombs  Corr.,  pp.  298-302. 
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Pennsylvania,  Georgia  and  Alabama  would  remain  stead¬ 
fast  for  Buchanan,  but  that  Virginia,  North  Carolina  and 
Mississippi  would  experiment  with  the  others.  Pierce  and 
Marcy  were  to  be  tried  first  as  Butler’s  friends  felt  he  would 
have  a  better  chance  after  all  the  northern  men  had  failed. 
At  the  conclusion  of  these  deliberations  each  committee  re¬ 
ported  to  its  delegation.  Virginia,  North  Carolina  and  Mis¬ 
sissippi  must  select  new  preferences.1 

Early  the  next  morning  Virginia  met  to  take  action  on 
the  report  of  her  committee.  Friends  of  Dickinson  in  the 
Virginia  delegation  had  been  urging  that  the  “  Old  Domin¬ 
ion  ”  vote  for  him.  Many  thought  that  if  Dickinson  were 
tried  and  after  him  Marcy  the  New  York  delegation  might 
be  grateful  and  later  come  in  with  them  for  Buchanan.  In 
fact  Virginia  had  been  on  the  point  of  voting  for  Dickinson 
the  day  before  but  at  his  earnest  request  they  had  post¬ 
poned  it.  Now,  however,  as  they  were  going  to  shelve 
Buchanan  temporarily  they  decided  to  try  Dickinson  first. 
So  with  this  determination  they  emerged  from  their  con¬ 
sultation  room.  Dickinson’s  lieutenant,  Birdsall,  who  had 
been  awaiting  their  decision  immediately  hurried  to  the  hall 
to  tell  his  chief.2 

Dickinson’s  state  of  mind  was  not  pleasant.  The  last 
days  had  been  filled  with  urging  on  the  part  of  friends  to 
become  a  candidate.  Cass,  it  was  argued,  could  never  suc- 


1  Wise  to  Pierce,  June  22,  1852,  Pierce  MSS.  (N.  H.  Hist.  Soc.), 
Articles  from  the  Richmond  Enquirer  and  Richmond  Republican  un¬ 
dated,  one  signed  W.  F.  R.  (W.  F.  Ritchie)  in  Pierce’s  scrapbook  in 
the  N.  H.  Hist.  (Soc. 

2  Ibid.,  Gilmore  to  Buchanan,  June  6,  1852,  Parker  to  Buchanan, 
Nov.  12,  1852,  Cave  Johnson  to  Buchanan,  June  8,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS.; 
Davis  to  Marcy,  June  26,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.;  Stanton,  H.  B.,  Random 
Recollections  (3rd  ed.),  pp.  180-2;  New  York  Hards  and  Softs— Which 
is  the  True  Democracy ,  pp.  34-36;'  Biographical  Review  of  Broome 
County,  N.  Y .,  pp.  410-11. 
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ceed  now.  A  new  candidate  must  come  forward,  why  not 
himself?  Virginia  was  friendly;  his  loyalty  to  Cass  would 
bring  over  the  latter’s  supporters.  But  Dickinson  had  en¬ 
dured  months  of  constant  accusation.  It  had  been  charged 
that  he  was  disloyal  to  Cass,  that  he  was  using  his  name 
only  to  purchase  his  own  ambitions.  Cass  had  given  no 
one  authority  to  withdraw  his  name,  and  as  the  balloting 
had  closed  the  night  before  Cass  had  been  rallying.  If 
he  took  Virginia’s  offer  now  he  would  never  be  able  to  con¬ 
vince  his  enemies  that  he  had  not  been  unfaithful  to  his  friend 
in  order  to  advance  himself.  What  could  he  do — and  yet 
his  action  might  mean  Marcy’s  victory.  In  this  position 
he  turned  to  Birdsall  with  mind  made  us.  “  I  cannot  re¬ 
ceive  the  vote  at  this  stage  of  the  Convention.”  1 

The  reassembling  delgates  were  tense  and  fatigued. 
Chairman  Davis  was  so  hoarse  and  ill  that  he  could  no 
longer  preside  and  Irwin  of  Alabama  was  in  his  place. 
The  roll  of  the  thirty-fourth  ballot  was  called :  Maine,  New1 
Hampshire,  Vermont,  Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island,  Con¬ 
necticut,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Deleware, 
Maryland— no  change.  “  Virginia  casts  her  fifteen  votes 
for  Daniel  S.  Dickinson.”  Dobbin  of  North  Carolina 
starts  to  follow  when  Dickinson  gets  the  floor.  He  pays 
glowing  tribute  to  Virginia,  he  explains  his  position  as  a 
Cass  delegate,  he  declares  Virginia’s  vote  to  be  but  a  com¬ 
pliment,  Virginia  surely  will  not  ask  him  to  accept  her 
vote  and  desert  his  friends.  Eloquently  he  implores  the 
glorious  “  Old  Dominion  ”  to  join  him  in  supporting  Cass. 
It  is  a  touching  scene  as  the  bouquets  of  fair  Maryland 
descend  upon  him  from  the  galleries.  But  the  balloting 
goes  on.2  Virginia  withdraws  for  consultation. 


1  Ibid. 

2  Ibid. ;  Dickinson,  Dickinson,  vol.  ii,  pp.  Y/O-2. 
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This  demonstration  of  loyalty  to  one  for  whom  the  de¬ 
legation  had  no  use  was  not  to  Virginia’s  liking.  The  de¬ 
legates  decided  to  drop  Dickinson  immediately.  Who  was 
to  be  next?  The  Pierce  leaven  had  been  at  work  and 
Burke’s  efforts  were  taking  effect.  John  S.  Barbour  was 
for  Pierce  and  had  talked  to  many  of  the  delegation  in  his 
favor;  also  he  was  bitterly  opposed  to  Marcy  who  had 
once  decided  against  him  in  a  pension  claim  case.1  William 
A.  Harris  and  Barbour’s  son  were  favorable  to  Pierce. 
Other  delegates,  Chastain  White  of  Hanover  and  Charles 
Mason  of  Prince  George,  were  willing  to  give  him  a  trial. 
Wise’s  old  friend,  Caleb  Cushing,  and  Major  French  had 
been  urging  their  candidate  upon  him-  and  the  ground  was 
prepared.2  But  how  did  the  dark  horse  stand  on  the 
slavery  question?  Harris  had  been  to  the  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  delegation  and  there  procured  Pierce’s  letter  to  Lally. 
This  endorsement  of  the  Compromise  was  read  to  the  Vir¬ 
ginia  delegation  together  with  a  letter  from  a  former  editor 
of  the  Fredericksburg  Recorder  vouching  for  his  orthodoxy. 
The  ballot  was  taken,  six  districts  went  for  Pierce,  one  for 
Butler,  two  for  Marcy,  three  for  Douglas,  two  for  Cass  and 
one  equally  divided.  Six  districts  changed  to  Pierce  and 
to  him  was  the  vote  to  go.3  Virginia  reentered  the  hall. 

The  thirty-fifth  ballot  was  called.  Cass  gained  Rhode 

1  Campbell  to  Marcy,  June  7,  1852;  J.  F.  Lee  to  Marcy,  June  0,  18^2 
Marcy  MSS. 

Wise  and  Pierce  had  not  been  friendly  since  the  Cilley  duel. 
Cilley  and  Pierce  had  been  schoolmates  at  Bowdoin.  When  Wise 
acted  as  second  to  Cilley’s  opponent  in  the  duel  of  1838,  Pierce  and 
others  felt  that  Wise  was  largely  responsible  for  Qlleyf's  death. 
Scrapbook — Class  of  1825,  Bowdoin  College. 

3  V.  p.  138,  n.  1  and  in  addition,  unidentified  article  in  Pierce  Scrap  Book 
presumably  by  John  M.  Daniel.  Wtn.  A.  Harris  to  Burke  Au-  16 
1852,  Burke  MSS.,  B.  F.  Butler  to  Wm.  C.  Todd,  May  2,  ’1891  "(this 
letter  was  supplied  through  the  kindness  of  Prof.  C.  M.  Fuess  of 
Andover,  Mass.,  Cushing’s  biographer). 
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Island  and  reached  his  maximum,  13 1.  Virginia  voted  for 
Pierce.  North  Carolina,  following  the  plan  of  the  con¬ 
ference,  started  Marcy  in  spite  of  a  vigorous  Pierce  minority 
led  by  Saunders.1  Mississippi  folowed  as  Jacob  Thomp¬ 
son  spoke  fervently  in  Marcy’ s  favor.  Georgia  went  for 
Douglas.  Only  Maine,  New  Hampshire  and  Massachusetts 
delegates  followed  Virginia’s  lead  and  Pierce  stood  still  for 
ten  ballots  with  but  29  votes.  But  Marcy  was  climbing. 
Alabama,  Georgia,  Connecticut,  a  majority  in  Massachu¬ 
setts,  New  Jersey,  Tennessee  wheeled  into  line  until  by  the 
forty-sixth  he  had  98.  His  friends  felt  that  the  time  had 
come — that  the  prize  was  in  his  grasp.  But  no — the  Cass 
men  and  the  Buchanan  men  remembered  how  the  Marcyites 
had  refused  to  aid  them  when  their  candidates  were 
rising.  With  scorn  Pennsylvania  turned  a  deaf  ear  to 
their  pleas  and  went  off  to  urge  Virginia  to  continue  to 
vote  for  Pierce.  Would  Virginia  stick  to  Pierce  or  would 
she  change  to  Marcy.  If  only  the  Dickinson  phalanx  would 
unite  New  York  upon  Marcy!  If  this  could  be  done  the 
other  states  would  follow.  Buchanan  men  in  the  Virginia 
delegation  were  ready  to  go  for  Marcy  and  only  the  in¬ 
fluence  of  John  S.  Barbour  was  holding  them  to  Pierce. 
On  the  forty-second  New  York  went  out  and  then  Seymour 
suggested  applying  the  unit  rule.  Threats  of  personal 
violence  and  political  reprisal  on  his  chances  for  governor 
made  him  withdraw  his  obnoxious  proposal.  Dickinson 
would  not  yield.  New  York  would  not  unite.  Marcy's 
chance  was  slipping.2 


lR.  M.  Saunders  to  Burke,  Aug.  14,  1852,  State  Capitol  Reporter 
(weekly),  Oct.  29,  1853. 

2  Boston  Post,  June  5,  1852;  Stanton,  Recollections  (3rd  ed.),  pp. 
180-2.  Marcy  to  Isaac  Davis,  June  16,  Isaac  Davis  MSS.;  Wetmore 
to  Marcy,  June  17,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.  Also  Marcy  men  had  bitterly 
offended  western  friends  of  Cass  by  refusing  to  pay  Cass  a  compli¬ 
mentary  vote  after  his  chances  were  gone.  They,  too,  would  not  come 
to  Marcy.  T.  A.  Osborne  to  Marcy,  Aug.  24,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 
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Other  agencies  had  been  active.  The  New  Hampshire 
men  were  making  appeals  to  delegation  after  delegation, 
emphasizing  Pierce’s  availabilty  and  the  claims  of  New  Eng¬ 
land  to  name  the  candidate.  New  England  had  never  had 
a  presidential  nominee  on  the  Democratic  ticket.  Would 
such  a  nomination  not  help  redeem  the  Whig  states  there? 
New  Hampshire  had  ever  gone  democratic;  who  had  a 
better  right  to  be  heard  now?  Burke’s  wide  acquaintance 
stood  him  in  good  stead;  there  was  hardly  a  delegation  in 
which  he  did  not  know  someone.  Not  till  the  forty-sixth 
ballot  did  these  arguments  seem  to  have  effect.  Then  Ken¬ 
tucky  retired  and  returning  voted  for  Pierce.  On  the  forty- 
seventh  Maryland  and  four  from  Massachusetts  joined  that 
column.  Then  the  New  York  delegation  went  to  consult 
and  when  they  came  back  they  endeavored  to  adjourn. 
But  it  was  impossible.  The  forty-eighth  ballot  revealed 
Rhode  Island  and  six  Massachusetts  delegates  in  the  Pierce 
ranks,  and  he  now  had  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  eleven  from 
Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island,  Maryland,  Kentucky  and 
Virginia.1  The  Old  Dominion  was  still  holding  to  Pierce, 
urged  on  by  Pennsylvania  and  other  delegations  which  pro¬ 
mised  to  come  as  soon  as  they  could  decently  abandon  their 
own  men.  Douglas  men  in  the  Virginia  delegation  now; 
thought  they  could  get  the  state  for  him  and  they  demanded 
a  consultation;  in  this  demand  they  were  joined  by  some 
Buchanan  men  who  were  ready  for  Marcy.  Barbour,  how¬ 
ever,  was  firm  for  Pierce  and  revealed  that  North  Carolina 

JW.  B.  Lawrence  to  Burke,  Aug.  n,  1852,  B.  F.  Hallett  to  Burke, 
Aug.  28,  1852,  Burke  MSS.,  H.  E.  Staughton  to  Burke,  Aug.  20,  1852, 
State  Capitol  Reporter  (weekly),  Oct.  29,  1853.  Pierce’s  friendship 
for  Dorr  and  his  revolutionary  activities  in  1842  stood  him  in  good 
stead  in  gaining  Rhode  Island.  Also  Hamlin,  Hamlin,  p.  258;  State 
Capitol  Reporter,  Oct.  22,  1853;  N.  H.  Statesman,  Oct.  29,  1853; 
Arkansas  (Little  Rock),  Whig,  Dec.  1,  1853,  Minneapolis  Journal ' 
Dec.  i6,  1903. 
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and  Georgia  were  coming  in  on  the  next  ballot.  This  des¬ 
troyed  Marcy's  last  chance.1  Surely  he  was  unfortunate 
in  his  enemies. 

Then  comes  the  roll-call  of  the  forty-ninth.  From 
Maine,  through  New  England,  down  the  middle  states  to 
Virginia,  there  is  no  change,  but  when  “  North  Carolina  ” 
is  called,  James  C.  Dobbin  arises  to  utter  words  that  are  to 
make  a  president.  He  galvanizes  the  exhausted  convention 
with  an  eloquent  speech  in  which  he  casts  the  vote  of  his 
state  for  Pierce.  The  psychological  moment  has  been  well 
chosen.  Georgia,  Mississippi,  Tennessee  declare  for  the 
new  leader.  The  confusion  grows.  New  York  will  not 
change  because  Dickinson  insists  on  a  consultation,  the 
Empire  State  withdraws.2  A  short  calm  ensues,  Davis 
reenters  and  resumes  the  chair.  Pennsylvania  retires. 
Alabama  votes  for  Pierce.  Illinois  retires.  Then  above 
the  tumult  Vermont  and  New  Jersey  are  heard.  They  are 
changing  to  Pierce!  Indiana  is  back.  Bright  has  the 
floor;  he  lauds  Lane,  he  praises  Cass,  but  these  men  are 
hopeless,  “  Indiana  casts  her  mite,  thirteen  votes,  now,  as 
she  will  in  November  next,  as  sure  as  the  sun  will  rise  and 
set  on  that  day,  for  General  Franklin  Pierce.”  New  York 
returns,  Seymour  withdraws  Marcy  and  casts  his  votes  for 
Pierce.  Dickinson  speaks  for  Pierce.  But  the  climax  ar¬ 
rives  when  Pennsylvania  casts  her  votes  for  Pierce.3  Then 
the  other  states  fall  in  line.  Chairman  Davis  with  all  the 
fervor  of  an  evangelist  announcing  a  convert  reads,  “  Cass 
2,  Douglas  2,  Butler  1,  Houston  1,  Franklin  Pierce  of  NeW 
Hampshire  (God  bless  him)  282  votes.”  One  hundred  and 


1  Pierce  scrap  book,  articles  already  cited. 

2  Skinner  to  Marcy,  Aug.  3,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

3  Nathan  Clifford  of  Maine,  a  Buchanan  man,  had  been  urging  Penn¬ 
sylvania  to  go  for  Pierce  in  preference  to  Marcy  and  was  influential  at 
this  point.  Clifford,  Nathan  Clifford,  Democrat,  pp.  253-261. 
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one  guns  proclaim  the  results  abroad.  Now  can  the  nerve- 
racked  convention  take  a  respite.  The  crisis  is  passed. 

That  afternoon  Buchanan  men  were  accorded  the  privi- 
ledge  of  nominating  the  Vice-President  in  the  person  of 
William  R.  King  of  Alabama,  president  pro  tern  of  the 
Senate,  a  tall,  prim,  wig-topped  mediocrity,  then  in  the 
clutches  of  a  fatal  malady.1  The  platform  was  placed  be¬ 
fore  a  dwindling  and  inattentive  convention,  hurriedly  read 
through,  then  passed  without  comment.  This  document  was 
the  usual  statement  of  democratic  principles.  It  adroitly 
avoided  trouble  on  the  Compromise  by  failing  to  proclaim 
its  finality,  but  pleased  all  by  merely  promising  steadfast 
adherence  to  it  and  resistance  to  the  renewal  of  any  agita¬ 
tion  on  the  subject. 

The  convention  was  over.  Everyone  was  in  good 
spirits.  Cass  men  rejoiced  that  Douglas  and  Buchanan 
were  defeated.  Buchanan  and  Douglas  men  were  jubilant 
at  Cass’  downfall.  Dickinson  found  satisfaction  in  Marcy’s 
defeat.  Young  America  felt  they  had  won  a  victory.  No 
one  knew  Pierce  very  well;  he  personally  had  thwarted  no 
one’s  ambitions.  He  was  reported  safe  on  all  dangerous 
questions.2  AH  could  hail  his  nomination  with  sincere  con¬ 
gratulation.  His  name  had  saved  the  convention  from  pos¬ 
sible  dissolution  and  the  party  from  disruption. 

And  where  is  the  new  leader?  Pierce  had  come  down 
to  Boston  to  await  the  outcome,  torn  between  desire  and 
apprehension.  The  tense  days  pass — the  balloting  goes  on 
and  his  name  is  not  mentioned — -perhaps  this  apprehension 
is  needless.  But  on  June  5th  his  name  is  presented.  All 

1  Burke  to  Pierce,  June  6,  1852,  Pierce  MSS. ;  Gilmore  to  Buchanan, 
June  6,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS.  King  was  so  ill  that  he  went  to  Cuba 
after  the  election.  Here  he  was  sworn  in  as  vice-president  in  March 
and  returned  to  Alabama  where  he  died  early  in  April,  1853. 

2  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  June  5,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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that  morning  incoming  telegraphic  reports  show  that  it 
gains  no  support.  Mrs.  Pierce  breathes  more  easily. 
After  dinner  they  enter  a  carriage  to  drive  to  beautiful  Mt. 
Auburn.  In  the  peace  of  this  city  of  the  dead  they  can 
enjoy  the  calm  assurance  of  an  evil  escaped.  The  after¬ 
noon  wears  away.  A  messenger  bursts  into  the  lobby  of 
the  1  remont  House.  “  Pierce  is  nominated!  ”  “  Where  is 

Pierce?  ”  ask  his  friends.  Colonel  Barnes  jumps  on  horse¬ 
back  and  rides  to  find  him.  He  meets  the  carriage  re¬ 
turning  to  Boston.  The  news  is  told.  Mrs.  Pierce  faints, 
the  General  stammers  his  unbelief — but  it  is  true.1 

Monster  ratification  meetings  immediately  followed  in 
all  parts  of  the  country.  The  committee  of  notification 
breaking  their  usual  custom  of  writing  the  news  decided 
to  inform  Pierce  in  person.  Accordingy  J.  S.  Barbour, 
Alpheus  Felch,  Pierre  Soule,  and  Jacob  Thompson  arrived 
in  Concord  on  June  17.2  At  noon  they  formally  handed 

1 N.  Y.  Herald,  June  7,  1852;  N.  H.  Patriot,  June  16,  1852.  Even 
Pierce’s  small  son  shared  the  dislike  of  Washington  as  evidenced  by  a 
letter  which  he  wrote  his  mother :  “  Edward  has  j  ust  brought  the  news 
from  Boston  that  father  is  a  candidate  for  the  presidency.  I  hope  he 
won’t  be  elected,  for  I  should  not  like  to  live  in  Washington  and  I  know 
you  would  not  either.”  Clipping  in  Class  of  1824  Scrap  Book,  Bowdoin 
College  Library;  Field,  Memories  of  Many  Men,  p.  159. 

2  The  appointment  of  the  notification  committee  caused  more  ill  feeling 
between  the  Marcy  and  Dickinson  factions.  Corning,  chairman  of  the 
New  York  delegation,  was  to  offer  the  resolution  for  the  appointment 
of  this  committee  and  Angel,  the  secretary  of  the  delegation  wrote  it 
out  and  sent  it  to  the  chair  endorsed  to  the  effect  that  Corning  was  the 
mover.  However  while  the  latter  was  attempting  to  get  the  floor  Dick¬ 
inson  went  up  front  and  made  the  motion.  Dickinson’s  friends  ex¬ 
pected  that  he  would  consequently  be  appointed  chairman.  The  presid¬ 
ing  officer  followed  the  endorsement  on  the  motion  and  appointed  Corn¬ 
ing.  He  was  called  to  New  York  before  the  committee  decided  to  go 
to  New  Hampshire  and  when  informed  of  their  decision  it  was  too 
late  for  him  to  meet  them.  Albany  Argus,  Oct.  6,  1852;  Angel  to 
E.  C.  West,  Oct.  1,  1852,  Hallett  to  Marcy,  July  24,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 
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Pierce  the  notification  and  he  presented  his  acceptance. 
The  wires  flashed  abroad  his  hearty  thanks  and  enthusiastic 
endorsement  of  the  platform  and  the  Compromise.1  With 
all  factions  united  and  hopeful  and  the  party  solid,  the 
campaign  is  on.  Henceforth  there  is  to  be  no  East  nor 
West,  no  North  nor  South. 


1N.  H.  Patriot,  June  23,  1852. 


CHAPTER  X 


The  Campaign 

The  convention  safely  passed  without  secession,  the 
leaders  drew  breath  again  and  turned  their  attention  to  the 
conduct  of  the  campaign  for  Pierce’s  election.  There  were 
few  clouds  on  the  horizon  as  far  as  internal  dissension  was 
concerned.  The  southern  rights  men  were  satisfied  with 
Pierce  ;  they  had  suggested  him  to  the  convention  and  their 
turn  from  Buchanan  had  made  his  nomination  possible. 
The  union  Democrats  seemed  satisfied  with  the  Compro¬ 
mise  endorsement  of  the  platform.  In  the  free-soil  ranks 
the  New  York  Evening  Post  was  supporting  Pierce  while 
Rantoul,  lately  rejected  by  the  convention,  had  expressed  a 
desire  to  see  the  party  triumphant.1 

With  an  outwardly  harmonious  party,  the  campaign  got 
under  way.  The  National  Democratic  Executive  Commit¬ 
tee  which  had  general  charge,  organized  with  Robert  Mc- 
Lane  of  Maryland  as  chairman,  and  B.  B.  French  as  treas¬ 
urer.  It  appointed  a  resident  committee  to  remain  at  head¬ 
quarters  in  Washington  and  adjourned,  as  each  member  had 
charge  of  the  campaign  in  his  own  state.  Before  separat¬ 
ing,  they  passed  a  resolution  emplowering  each  member 
of  the  national  committee  to  collect  not  less  than  one  hun¬ 
dred  dollars  from  each  Congressional  district  in  his  state 
for  the  purpose  of  defraying  the  Committee’s  expenses.2 

1  Godwin,  Park,  Biography  of  William  Cullen  Bryant,  vol.  ii,  pp.  62- 
63;  Rantoul  to 'Sumner,  June  13,  1852,  Sumner  MiS'S, 

1  B.  F.  Hallett  to  Isaac  Davis,  July  5,  1852,  Davis  MSS.  There  were 
233  Congressmen,  so  a  fund  of  about  $20,000  was  expected. 
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The  newly  appointed  resident  committee  was  composed 
of  William  M.  Gwin  of  California,  chairman,  A.  P.  Edger- 
ton  of  Ohio,  secretary,  C.  H.  Peaslee  of  New  Hampshire, 
J.  W.  Forney,  and  A.  G.  Penn  of  Louisiana,  with  R.  T. 
M  or  sell  as  chief  clerk.  This  committee  with  the  aid  of  the 
money  to  he  raised  in  accordance  with  the  above  plan,  were 
to  prepare  and  publish  documents  with  which  to  flood  the 
country.1  These  were  for  the  purpose  of  refuting  Whig 
slanders,  attacking  Whig  principles  and  candidates,  and  con¬ 
verting  men  to  the  Pierce  faith.  Congress  also  remained 
in  session  until  August  thirty-first  and  the  Democratic 
members  endeavored  to  help  on  the  campaign  by  their 
speeches.  On  the  floors  of  Congress  much  campaign  mat¬ 
erial  was  manufactured  at  public  expense. 

The  organizations  in  the  states  were  to  see  that  the  proper 
enthusiasm  was  worked  up.  Their  hands  were  full  for  they 
were  to  arrange  for  meetings  everywhere,  in  order  that  the 
orators  of  the  party  might  inspiringly  paint  the  past,  pre¬ 
sent  and  future  glories  of  the  Democracy.  Their  activities 
were  expensive;  enthusiasm  was  sometimes  hard  to  create 
unaided  ;  money  must  be  raised  ;  the  party  must  be  properly 
advertised;  and  documents  issued  by  the  national  committee 
must  be  scattered  everywhere.  In  fine,  local  organizations 
must  permeate  even  the  remotest  and  most  lonely  hamlets. 
Only  so  organized  could  they  successfully  repel  the  on¬ 
slaughts  of  the  enemy. 

The  Whig  sneer  of  “  Who  is  Franklin  Pierce?  ”  called 
for  immediate  rebuttal.  At  Pierce’s  personal  request,  his 
friend,  Nathaniel  Hawthorne,  prepared  a  biography,  as  did 
C.  Edwards  Lester  and  B.  B.  French;  one  in  pamphlet  form 


1  Circular  letter  of  the  committee,  Sept.  21,  1852,  Davis  MSS. ;  Wash¬ 
ington  Union,  July  4,  1852;  Grant  Green  to  J.  C.  Breckinridge,  July 
30,  1852;  Breckinridge  MSS.;  E.  Burke  to  Pierce,  June  (?),  1832. 
Pierce  MSS. 


THE  CAMPAIGN 


149 


149] 

was  also  prepared  for  distribution  by  the  resident  com¬ 
mittee..1  To  influence  the  German  vote  the  services  of  a 
Swedish  scholar,  G.  C.  Hebhe,  were  secured;  he  was  to  write 
pamphlets  in  foreign  languages  and  use  his  influence  with 
foreign-horn  editors.  He  was  also  to  go  out  west  and 
take  the  stump  among  the  Scandinavian  population  there.2 
To  aid  this  work  of  publicity,  an  organization  in  New 
York  City,  called  the  Jefferson  Union,  was  formed.  It  pre¬ 
pared  about  a  score  of  “  Papers  of  the  People  ”  which 
were  widely  distributed.  The  New  York  Evening  Post 
issued  a  weekly  pamphlet  of  information,  the  Washing¬ 
ton  Union  and  the  Boston  Post,  as  well  as  many  other  news¬ 
papers,  published  weekly  campaign  numbers,  and  the  De¬ 
mocratic  press  throughout  the  country  featured  articles  and 
editorials.  In  this  way  the  United  States  mail  bore  to 
every  portion  of  the  Union  lives  of  Pierce  and  King  in 
English  and  German,  copies  of  the  platform,  the  Virginia 
and  Kentucky  resolutions  and  other  Democratic  gospels; 
fulsome  praise  of  Pierce,  condemnation  of  Scott  and  the 
Whigs,  indignant  rebuttal  of  charges  against  the  party  and 
its  candidate  and  reams  of  song  and  machine-made  verse: 

1  Burke  to  Pierce,  June  (?),  1852,  Pierce  MSS.;  Pierce  asked  the 
historian  Bancroft  to  write  a  history  of  parties  showing  how  the  Whigs 
had  been  found  wanting,  Pierce  to  Bancroft,  June  30,  1852,  Bancroft  M'SS. 

2  Burke  to  Pierce,  June  (?),  1852  and  G.  C.  Hebbe  to  Burke,  July  15, 
1852,  Pierce  MSS.  There  was  some  anxiety  over  the  foreign  vote. 
Burke  had  shortly  before  been  asked  by  Kossuth  to  become  Hungarian 
agent  in  the  United  States.  He  and  Hebbe  were  endeavoring  to  get 
Kossuth  to  endorse  Peirce,  knowing  his  influence  with  the  German 
vote.  Kossuth  was  alive  to  his  political  advantages.  He  desired  a 
pledge  of  American  aid  in  his  next  European  revolt.  Pierce  publicly 
expressed  gratitude  at  the  material  aid  rendered  in  the  American 
Revolution  by  the  patriots  of  Europe.  He  declared  the  United  States 
would  never  forget  this.  However,  he  would  commit  himself  no  further 
and  Kossuth  never  came  out  openly  for  him.  The  foreign  vote  did  not 
become  a  campaign  problem,  Kossuth  to  Burke,  May  25,  1852,  Burke 
MSS.;  Pierce  letter  to  Philadelphia  Committee,  June  30,  1852,  printed 
clipping  in  Pierce  scrap  book. 
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Fling  forth  our  banner  gallantly 
And  let  the  people  sing — 

Hurrah  for  old  Democracy — 
Hurrah  for  Pierce  and  King. 
Come  brave  Locos — 

Gallant  men  and  true, 

The  Whigs  were  Polked  in  44 
We’ll  Pierce  in  52. 1 


However  it  was  felt  that  a  deluge  of  printers’  ink  alone 
would  not  elect  Pierce.  There  must  be  enthusiasm  induced 
by  spread-eagle  oratory  and  other  means.  In  various  parts 
of  the  country  Granite  Clubs  were  organized.  These 
raised  “  Hickory  Poles  to  the  honor  of  the  Young  Hickory 
of  the  Granite  Hills  provided  reading  rooms  and  cen¬ 
ters  for  distribution  of  documents  and  held  meetings  where 
they  were  thrilled  by  oratory  and  liquid  refreshment.  One 
of  the  largest  mass-meetings  was  the  grand  rally  held  by 
Tammany  Hall  at  its  annual  Fourth  of  Tuly  celebration. 
Here  was  read  a  letter  from  Martin  Van  Buren  endorsing 
the  candidate.''  On  July  26  another  great  meeting  was  held 
at  Newburgh,  New  York,  at  which  John  Van  Buren  and 
John  A.  Dix  spoke,  the  former  declaring  that  there  was  no 
longer  any  free  soil  party  in  New  York.'4  On  August  19 
a  big  meeting  was  held  at  Hillsborough,  New  Hampshire. 
The  New  Hampshire  leaders  attempted  to  organize  this 
barbecue  on  a  mammoth  scale  and  it  was  attended  by  a 
host  of  prominent  men.5  Several  large  mass-meetings  were 
held  in  Pennsylvania  at  one  of  which  Buchanan  contributed 
a  dull  and  interminable  effort.1’  Enthusiasm  perhaps 

1  Indiana  Magazine  of  History ,  vol.  xii,  p.  45. 

1  Washington  Union,  July  24,  1852. 

*  ^artin  Van  Buren  to  Tammany  Hall,  July  1,  1852,  Van  Buren 
MSS.;  New  York  Herald,  July  5,  1852. 

1  Ibid.,  July  27.  1852. 

5  Ibid.,  Aug.  20,  1852;  Washington  Union,  Aug.  21,  1852. 

6  Buchanan,  Works,  vol.  viii,  p.  460. 
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reached  its  highest  pitch  at  a  Tammany  Hall  rally  on  Sep¬ 
tember  3.  Here  Douglas  spoke,  and  Cass,  in  order  to  de¬ 
monstrate  that  he  was  not  an  old  fogy,  felt  called  upon  to 
tear  off  collar,  coat  and  vest.  In  his  shirt  sleeves  he  de¬ 
nounced  Whiggism  and  socialism,  declaring  that  under  the 
free  love  standards  of  the  latter  group  it  would  be  a  wise 
woman  who  knew  her  own  husband.1  In  spite  of  these 
attempts  the  campaign  lagged,  enthusiasm  was  isolated  and 
sporadic. 

Congress  felt  called  upon  to  take  a  hand.  The  party 
organ,  as  usual,  needed  overhauling.  Since  the  withdrawal 
of  Donelson  it  had  been  owned  solely  by  Armstrong  and 
edited  by  Charles  Eames.  His  efforts  were  so  feeble  and 
lifeless,  and  he  was  so  obviously  pro-southern  and  anti-barn¬ 
burner  that  it  was  deemed  necessary  to  get  another  editor.2 
Even  at  the  convention  the  New  Hampshire  delegation  had 
consulted  Marcy’s  New  York  friends  as  to  a  proper  succes¬ 
sor.3  Edmund  Burke,  the  New  Hampshire  Warwick,  had 
been  Ritchie’s  assistant  and  the  logical  man  for  the  place. 
He  was  much  talked  of  and  was  willing  to  assume  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  but  a  rumor  was  widely  circulated,  especially  in 
Washington,  that  he  was  unfriendly  to  Pierce.  This  seems 
to  have  resulted  from  his  ancient  quarrel  with  Pierce's  lead¬ 
ing  Concord  friends.  In  spite  of  ample  evidence  of  Burke’s 
loyalty  to  Tierce  and  his  services  in  bringing  about  the 
nomination  he  failed  to  receive  the  position,  presumably  be¬ 
cause  of  the  opposition  of  the  Concord  group.4 


1  New  York  Herald,  Sept.  3,  1852 ;  Slidell  to  Buchanan,  Sept.  15, 
1852,  Buchanan  MSS.;  Evening  Post  Document  no.  10. 

’Campbell  to  Marcy,  Sept.  21,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.  Just  when  Donelson 
severed  his  financial  connection  with  the  paper  is  not  known.  Forney 
to  Bancroft,  July  8,  1852,  Bancroft  MSS. 

3  Thomas  to  Marcy,  June  7,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

4  Burke  to  Pierce,  June  8,  1852,  Pierce  MSS.;  Jas.  W.  Bradbury  to 
Burke,  July  20,  Aug.  19,  1852,  Bright  to  Burke,  July  7,  1852,  Burke  MSS. 
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Besides  a  new  editor,  the  Union  needed  financial  support. 
It  will  be  remembered  that  Donelson  had  expected  large 
printing  jobs  which  he  had  failed  to  get.  Now  that  the 
convention  was  over  and  Donelson  had  withdrawn,  another 
attempt  was  going  to  be  made  to  subsidize  the  party  organ 
from  the  public  treasury.  On  July  6  a  Democratic  Con¬ 
gressional  caucus  appointed  a  committee  of  ten  to  consider 
the  editorial  conduct  of  the  Union,  financial  support  for 
it,  and  the  general  welfare  of  the  party;  in  addition  it  was 
to  make  a  report  on  organization  for  the  campaign.1  This 
committee,  composed  of  William  H.  Polk,  Bright,  Soule, 
Hamilton,  Toucey,  Jenkins,  Rusk,  Stuart,  Harris  and 
Bayard  voted,  8-2,  that  the  printer,  A.  Boyd  Hamilton,  by 
his  carelessness,  lack  of  promptness  and  failure  to  keep  to 
his  agreement,  had  forfeited  his  contract.  They  proposed 
to  the  caucus,  July  8,  that  a  bill,  already  drawn  up  by  the 
joint  printing  committee  and  a  select  committee  of  the 
house,  be  passed.  This  provided  that  each  house  elect  its 
own  printer.  The  committee  recommended  no  action  on  a 
new  editor;  it  was  thought  better  to  wait  until  the  president 
was  chosen  and  then  find  out  his  preference.2  Shortly 
thereafter,  Robert  Armstrong  was  elected  printer  of  both 
houses,  Hamilton  was  indemnified  and  “  Father  ”  Ritchie 
had  his  long  promised  claim  honored  by  Congressional  ap¬ 
propriation.3  John  W.  Forney  took  over  the  editorial 
management  of  the  Union  for  the  period  of  the  campaign 
with  the  aid  of  Eames  and  Roger  A.  Pryor  of  Virginia. 
His  salary  was  to  be  $5,ooo.4 


1 N.  Y.  Herald,  July  8,  1852. 

2  Cong.  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  1st  Sess.,  p.  1794. 

8  Cong.  Globe,  32nd  Cong.,  ist  Sess.,  pp.  1884,  2020,  2196,  2206,  2257, 
2324,  2353,  2355,  2387,  2393-2401,  2473,  xiii. 

"Brawley  to  Buchanan,  Sept.  22,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS.;  Washington 
Union,  Aug.  28,  1852. 
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Putting  the  Union  in  order  was  not  the  only  Congres¬ 
sional  contribution.  Many  speeches  made  on  the  floor  of 
Congress  for  campaign  purposes  were  distributed  by  the 
Resident  Committee.  Many  like  Douglas  made  addresses 
in  various  centers  within  a  considerable  radius  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  after  adjournment  on  August  31,  the  country 
was  stumped  by  the  returning  members.  Here  again 
Douglas  was  prominent,  making  a  large  number  of  ad¬ 
dresses  all  the  way  from  New  York  to  St.  Louis.1 

But  what  was  the  burden  of  all  these  speeches?  What 
were  the  issues  of  this  campaign?  Not  slavery;  for  the 
Democrats  and  Whigs  had  both  endorsed  the  Compromise 
settlement.  Not  the  glorious  principles  of  ’98 ;  they  stirred 
no  enthusiasm.  Not  the  bank;  in  spite  of  Democratic 
warnings,  there  was  no  longer  any  danger  of  one:  nor  in¬ 
ternal  improvements;  the  western  Democrats  were  as  eager 
for  them  as  the  Whigs.  Nor  the  tariff;  the  country  was 
prosperous,  no  one  seemed  anxious  to  change  the  prevail¬ 
ing  law.  Foreign  policy  was  a  possibility;  Douglas  and 
Young  America  tried  to  raise  enthusiasm  by  demanding 
Cuba,  expressing  violent  sympathy  for  Hungary  and  Ire¬ 
land,  and  stressing  the  need  for  the  Pacific  trade  with  Japan 
and  China.  They  condemned  Fillmore’s  apology  to  Spain 
and  the  Clayton-Bulwer  treaty  which  they  denounced  as 
truckling  to  Great  Britain.2  Imperialism  and  anglophobia, 
however,  struck  no  responsive  chord.  Charges  of  graft 
and  extravagance  against  the  Whigs  were  tried ;  the  Galphin 
Case  was  well  aired;  but  no  one  seemed  greatly  exercised 
about  corruption  in  high  places.3  In  fact,  in  spite  of  their 


1  Ibid.,  Sept.  8,  1852. 

2  Burke  to  Pierce,  June  14,  1852,  Pierce  MSS.;  Douglas,  pamphlet 
speeches,  especially  the  Richmond  speech  of  July  9,  and  one  at  Tammany 
Hall,  September  3,  New  York  Herald,  Sept.  4. 

3  Speech  of  Gilbert  Dean,  M.  C.  from  New  York,  in  the  House  of 
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slogan — “  Principles,  not  men  ”,  the  Democrats  were  almost 
immediately  outmanoeuvred  and  put  on  the  defensive  by 
the  Whig  campaign  of  personalities, 

Thes  slanderous  attacks  started  immediately  after  the 
nomination.  On  June  7,  the  Philadelphia  Ledger  blos¬ 
somed  out  with  the  charge  that  Pierce  was  anti-Catholic. 
The  New  Hampshire  constitution  of  1792  still  in  effect  pro¬ 
vided  that  only  Protestants  could  hold  office.  In  1850  a 
constitutional  convention  presided  over  by  Pierce  had 
stricken  out  this  qualification.  The  voters,  however,  had 
refused  to  ratify  the  change.  Now  it  charged  that  Pierce 
had  been  hostile  to  the  amendment  and  had  influenced  the 
Democratic  state  electorate,  generally  in  the  majority,  to 
vote  it  down.  This  was  immediately  denied  by  Charles 
O’Conor,  a  very  prominent  Catholic  layman  of  New  York 
City  in  a  speech  at  the  ratification  meeting  of  Tammany  on 
June  9.  It  was  later  shown  that  Pierce  had  been  in  favor 
of  the  change  and  that  it  had  failed  because  a  two-thirds 
vote  was  necessary  or  10,000  more  than  the  Democratic 
vote.  The  candidate  himself  denied  any  hostility  to  Cath¬ 
olics  in  a  public  letter  widely  published.1  This  charge 
nevertheless  frequently  reappeared  as  vain  attempts  were 
made  to  prejudice  the  Catholic  vote  against  Bierce. 

On  June  10,  the  Tribune  published  a  scurrilous  letter 
chai  ging  the  Democratic  candidate  with  gross  intemper- 

Representatives,  Aug.  23,  1852;  pamphlet  The  Galphin  Case.  The 
Galphm  Case  was  a  claim  paid  during  the  Taylor  administration  by 
t  e  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  acting  on  an  opinion  of  the  Attorney- 

eneral.  This  claim  netted  the  [Secretary  of  War  $95,000  and  im¬ 
proper  conduct  and  collusion  were  freely  charged.  Taylor  himself 
was  blamed.  Rhodes,  op.  at.,  vol.  i,  pp.  202-205. 

1  Washington  Union,  June  9,  Aug.  14,  1852;  Newark  Daily  Advertiser, 
June  16  1852  ;  New  York  Herald,  Sept.  1,  27,  Oct.  9>  1852.  An  attempt 
was  made  to  draw  Archbishop  Hughes  of  New  York  into  the  contro¬ 
versy  and  to  persuade  him  to  advise  the  church  how  to  vote.  In  a 
dignified  public  letter,  the  Archbishop  refused,  ibid.,  Sept.  27,  1852. 
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ance.  For  this  the  editor  apoligized  the  next  day  saying 
that  “  Pierce  is  not  a  temperance  man  in  our  sense  of  the 
term  but  we  know  nothing  in  regard  to  his  habits  that 
should  subject  him  to  public  reprehension.”  This  drunken¬ 
ness  charge  was  much  exploited  and  called  forth  a  flood  of 
testimonials  of  the  candidate’s  moral  character  as  a  citizen, 
lawyer  and  Sunday-school  teacher.  These,  it  may  be  noted, 
all  came  from  Concord  friends  and  none  from  former 
political  associates  in  Washington.  Few,  outside  of  the  pro¬ 
fessional  prohibitionists  of  the  time  cared  much  whether  he 
drank  or  not,  and  the  “  Maine  law  ”  did  not  get  into  the 
campaign.1 

Not  having  roused  public  sentiment  against  intemperance 
the  Whig  journals  next  tried  cowardice.  Pierce’s  military 
glory  consisted  of  “  two  somersaults  and  a  faint.”  Fie  had 
run  away  from  the  firing  line  and  had  fainted  from  fear. 
Fie  had  had  his  face  slapped  by  a  brother  officer  and  failed 
to  resent  it.  He  would  not  accept  a  commission  as  Briga¬ 
dier-General  without  six  months  pay  in  advance  and 
rations  for  man  and  horse.  How  compare  this  poltroon 
with  the  glorious  hero  of  Chepultepec,  Winfield  Scott! 
These  charges  were  also  proved  false.  Scott’s  own  report 
of  Pierce’s  actions,  the  testimonials  of  many  of  his  com¬ 
rades  in  arms  and  a  letter  from  Marcy  procured  by  Edmund 
Burke  showed  that  the  candidate  had  gone  into  battle 
against  physician’s  orders  while  suffering  from  a  fever  and 
in  the  engagement  had  been  overcome  with  exhaustion. 
The  cowardice  charge  fell  flat.2 

To  the  accusations  of  religious  intolerance,  drunkenness 
and  cowardice  was  added  the  crowning  charge  of  abolition- 


1  N.  Y.  Tribune,  June  10.  11,  1852;  Washington  Union,  July  15,  23,  1852. 
1  Washington  Union,  Aug.  21,  1852,  Cincinnati  Gazette,  Nov.  22,  1852; 
pamphlet,  Vindication  of  the  Military  Character  and  services  of  General 
Franklin  Pierce  by  his  companion  in  arms  in  Mexico. 
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ism.  On  June  17,  the  National  Era,  abolition  organ,  pub¬ 
lished  an  article  entitled  “  A  Brief  Chapter  from  the  Life 
of  Franklin  Pierce  It  endeavored  to  prove  that  Pierce 
was  really  friendly  to  abolitionism  because  he  was  supported 
by  such  men  as  Van  Buren,  Dix  and  Henry  B.  Stanton. 
It  also  published  a  speech  which  Pierce  had  made  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1852  at  New  Boston,  N.  PI.  In  this  he  was  re¬ 
ported  to  have  said  that  the  Fugitive  Slave  Act  was  loath¬ 
some  and  opposed  to  moral  riyht  and  that  he  would  never 
aid  in  rendering  up  a  fugitive.  This  article  was  given  wide 
circulation  in  a  pamphlet  entitled  “  Franklin  Pierce  and  his 
Abolition  Allies  ”  which  Whig  Congressmen  franked  broad¬ 
cast  to  the  number  of  over  50,000  copies.  This  version  of 
his  New  Boston  speech  Pierce  branded  as  false  in  a  public 
letter.  This  brought  out  testimony  to  the  effect  that  the 
version  was  true.  The  controversy  narrowed  down  to  a 
point  of  veracity  between  Pierce  and  some  of  those  who 
heard  the  speech ;  an  independent  with  Pierce  leanings,  like 
the  editor  of  the  New  York  Herald,  believed  that  Pierce 
had  said  it  in  haste  and  repented  at  leisure.  To  offset  fur¬ 
ther  this  Whig  broadside  a  pamphlet  with  the  same  title  was 
prepared  in  which  ex-Governor  Brown  of  Mississippi  set 
forth  conclusively  how  real  abolitionists  like  Sumner  and 
Hale  had  repudiated  Pierce.  Publicity  was  also  given  to 
the  fact  that  in  1851  the  candidate  had  been  prominent  in 
calling  a  new  Democratic  gubernatorial  convention  in  New 
Hampshire  which  discarded  a  regularly  nominated  candi¬ 
date  because  he  had  expressed  decided  anti-slavery  views, 
retracted  them  and  then  declared  the  retraction  forced  by 
the  hunkers.1  As  it  was  generally  known  that  Pierce  be- 


Washington  Union,  Aug.  15,  1852;  New  York  Herald,  July  20,  22, 

q  '  t  ™  ,l8S2;  Hunter  Corr-’  PP-  j46-7;  N.  H.  Patriot,  Feb.  13,  20, 
1851 ;  J.  W.  McKnew  to  Breckinridge,  Sept.  21,  1852,  Breckinridge  MSS,; 
Cong.  Clobe  Appendix,  32nd  Cong.,  ist  Sess.,  p.  1090;  Pamphlets  (2) 

Franklin  Pierce  and  his  Abolition  Allies ;  Hawthorne,  Life  of  Pierce 
pp.  116-119.  ‘  1  ’ 
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lieved  that  slaves  were  property  and  that  the  government 
was  bound  to  protect  their  owners  in  their  property  rights, 
these  abolition  charges  convinced  only  those  who  wished 
to  be  convinced. 

Pierce’s  legislative  record  was  another  weapon  wielded 
against  him.  It  was  largely  a  negative  record.  He  had  been 
eight  years  in  Congress  with  no  legislative  measures  and 
few  speeches  to  his  credit.  He  had  voted  against  five 
rivers  and  harbors  acts  signed  by  Jackson  and  Van  Buren, 
as  well  as  minor  internal  improvements.  In  fact  most  of 
his  votes  had  been  in  the  negative.  This  opposition  to 
rivers  and  harbors  would,  it  was  feared,  alienate  western 
Democrats.  This  was  not  to  be,  however.  Many,  like 
Stuart  of  Michigan,  felt  that  Pierce,  the  executive  head  of 
all  the  United  States,  would  be  guided  by  different  motives 
than  Pierce,  the  representative  of  an  inland  country  con¬ 
stituency.1 

Finally  Pierce  was  spread  upon  the  broad  page  of  the 
press  as  a  friend  of  our  traditional  enemy,  England,  as  one 
in  sympathy  with  aristocracy.  British  papers  were  favor¬ 
ing  Pierce  and  August  Belmont,  Rothschild’s  agent,  was 
active  in  his  behalf — consequently  it  was  assumed  that 
European  gold  was  buying  up  votes  for  Pierce.  These 
charges  seem  to  have  been  little  heeded.2 

The  Democratic  managers  and  editors  in  their  turn  opened 
their  batteries  upon  the  Whig  candidate,  Winfield  Scott. 
The  Whigs  boasted  much  of  his  military  reputation.  To 
dispel  the  glamour  attaching  to  his  name  the  Democrats 
ridiculed  him  as  “  Old  Fuss  and  Feathers  ”  and  spoke  much 
of  two  phrases  he  had  used  during  the  late  war,  namely  “  a 


'Forney  to  Bancroft,  July  8,  1852,  Bancroft  MSS:;  pamphlet,  The 
Presidency:  Winfield  Scott  and  Franklin  Pierce;  Their  Qualifications 
and  Fitness  for  that  High  Office. 

2  N.  Y.  Herald,  Oct.  12,  2 7,  1852. 
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hasty  plate  of  soup  ”,  and  “  firing  on  the  rear  These 
caused  much  merriment  and  aided  Scott's  own  personal 
peculiarities  and  vanities  in  making  him  ridiculous.  Then 
when  he  went  on  a  stumping  tour  into  Kentucky  and  back, 
his  speeches  showed  that  he  was  not  especially  happy  as  a 
campaign  orator,  a  fact  emphasized  by  the  Democratic 
press.  Various  letters  from  Scott  were  published  showing 
that  he  was  opposed  to  foreigners,  hostile  to  Catholics, 
ignorant  of  the  Constitution,  in  favor  of  a  bankrupt  law, 
and,  worse,  a  national  bank.  They  purported  to  show  his 
“  incompetency,  aristocracy  and  persevering  efforts  against 
naturalization  laws  ”.  Another  pamphlet  was  prepared 
showing  the  Dangers  of  Electing  an  Incompetent  Man  Pre¬ 
sident.  This  portrayed  Taylor’s  weakness  as  an  executive 
and  gave  the  details  of  the  Galphin  fraud.  “  Why  ”,  said 
Douglas,  “  should  we  make  a  good  general  into  a  bad  pre¬ 
sident.”  F.  P.  Blair,  Sr.,  dug  up  a  mass  of  facts  which 
he  put  into  a  pamphlet  called  a  Memoir  of  General  Scott 
from  records  contemporaneous  with  the  events.  In  this 
he  showed  that  Scott  had  quarreled  with  most  of  his  offi¬ 
cers,  had  been  recalled  from  Florida  in  1836  and  in  the  last 
war  had  been  engaged  in  a  lengthy  dispute  with  Secretary 
of  War  Marcy.  Also  at  Marcy’ s  suggestion  Scott’s  ac¬ 
counts  were  investigated  by  Congress  but  no  irregularities 
were  found.  This  petty  sniping  was  not  of  a  character  to 
develop  enthusiasm  and  the  campaign  drifted.  Indeed  the 
New  York  Herald  aptly  remarked  that  there  was  more  in¬ 
terest  in  New  York  in  the  Women’s  Rights  Convention, 
Fourierism  and  the  rivalries  of  two  foreign  concert  singers.1 

1  Pamphlets :  The  Political  Letters  and  Writings  of  General  Scott, 
The  Dangers  of  Electing  an  incompetent  man  President,  Memoir  of 
General  Scott;  Buchanan,  Works,  vol.  viii,  p.  460;  Blair  to  Van  Buren, 
Aug.  16,  Sept.  30,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSlS'.;  Dean  to  Marcy,  July  27, 
Marcy  to  Campbell,  July  30,  Dean  to  Marcy,  Aug.  14,  Campbell  to 
Marcy,  Aug.  25,  Marcy  to  Campbell,  Sept.  (?),  1852,  Marcy  MSS.; 
N.  Y.  Herald,  Sept.  10,  17,  1852. 
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Lack  of  enthusiasm  was  not  the  only  difficulty  that  the 
Democrats  had  to  face.  There  were  some  rebellious  groups 
within  the  ranks.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  Blair,  Benton, 
the  Van  Burens  and  the  New  York  Barnburners  supported 
Pierce,  Senator  Chase,  Hale  and  Sumner  would  not  get 
behind  him.  Chase  wote  in  vain  to  Martin  Van  Buren  and 
Benjamin  F.  Butler  of  New  York  to  rally  to  the  standard 
of  ’48.  They  replied  that  the  slavery  question  was  settled; 
there  was  no  need  for  further  agitation.  But  the  “  die- 
hards  ”  and  free-soilers  persisted  and  John  P.  Hale  and 
George  W.  Julian  were  nominated  for  President  and 
Vice-President.  This  movement  caused  some  apprehension 
but  it  proved  harmless.  Hale  and  Julian  could  not  retain 
the  vote  of  Van  Buren  and  Adams.1 

In  the  south,  too,  there  was  some  lack  of  harmony. 
Cobb’s  Union  party  in  Georgia  was  one  focal  point.  Be¬ 
fore  the  Baltimore  Convention  the  majority  of  the  Georgia 
Democracy,  known  as  the  Southern  Rights  Democrats,  had 
held  a  convention,  March  31,  which,  besides  choosing  dele¬ 
gates  to  the  convention,  had,  against  the  advice  of  Mac¬ 
Donald,  their  most  prominent  leader,  nominated  an  electoral 
ticket  to  support  the  nominee  of  the  coming  national  gather¬ 
ing.  The  Cobb  Union  party  had  also  sent  delegates  to  the 
National  Convention  where  they  were  received  with  the 
others.  Their  platform  of  the  Compromise  was  adopted 
and  they  felt  that  they  were  as  good  Democrats  as  the  south¬ 
ern  rights  men.  Consequently  Cobb  and  his  lieutenants 
asked  that  a  new!  state  convention  of  both  wings  be  held 
and  a  new  electoral  ticket  nominated  representing  each. 
The  radicals  refused  as  they  desired  to  keep  the  unionists 


1  S.  P.  Chase  to  Van  Buren,  June  27,  1852,  Van  Buren  to  Chase,  July 
7,  Van  Buren  to  Tammany  Hall,  July  1,  Van  Buren  MSS.;  Chase  to 
Hamlin,  Aug.  3,  1852,  Chase  MISS.;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Aug.  10,  1852; 
Preston  King  to  Welles,  June  12,  1852,  Welles  MSS. 


j6o  THE  DEMOCRATIC  MACHINE,  1850-1854  [160 

out  of  fellowship.  Therefore  the  latter  met  on  July  15 
and  chose  a  separate  Pierce  and  King  electoral  ticket  of 
Democrats  and  Whigs.  This  action  drove  off  most  of 
their  Whig  support  and  left  them  a  remnant.  Feeling  be¬ 
tween  the  two  wings  of  the  Democracy  was  very  bitter  ex¬ 
tending  even  into  social  life.  Pressure  was  brought  to 
bear  upon  the  unionists  by  prominent  Democrats  for  the 
sake  of  harmony,  and  by  August  10  the  executive  com¬ 
mittee  realized  that  their  cause  was  hopeless.  They  decided 
to  issue  an  address  disbanding  the  party  and  withdrawing 
the  ticket.  This  made  the  southern  rights  men  more 
friendly,  and  in  a  last  attempt  at  amalgamation  a  conven¬ 
tion  of  union  men  met  September  18  to  act  on  the  overtures 
of  the  radicals.  These  were  found  to  be  polite  but  unyield¬ 
ing  on  any  vital  point,  and  the  convention  ratified  the  action 
of  the  executive  committee  and  the  party  was  no  more. 
Certain  friends  of  Cobb  in  northern  Georgia  in  the  Tugalo 
district  refused  to  abide  by  the  decision  and  soon  put  in 
the  field  another  Pierce  and  King  ticket  known  as  the  Tugalo 
ticket.  In  spite  of  the  apprehensions  of  many  the  southern 
rights  Pierce  and  King  ticket  carried  the  state  polling  33,- 
843  votes,  though  the  Tugalos  mustered  5,733d 

In  Alabama  there  was  also  some  trouble,  this  time  from 
the  rabid  southern  rights  group  led  by  William  L.  Yancey. 
That  group  in  their  March,  1852,  convention  had  declined 
to  cooperate  with  either  of  the  two  parties  by  sending  dele¬ 
gates  to  the  national  conventions  and  determined  to  main¬ 
tain  their  organization  until  after  the  results  of  these  meet¬ 
ings  were  known.  Pursuant  to  these  resolutions  the  con¬ 
vention  reassembled  July  12  and  determined  to  appoint  a 

.  1  Washington  Union,  July  11,  22,  Aug.  28,  Sept.  4,  21,  1852  (often 
incorrect)  ;  N.  Y.  Herald,  July  8,  19,  1852;  Hunter  Corr.,  p.  148,  Toombs 
PP-  302-21;  Ritchie  to  W.  R.  King,  Aug.  26,  1852,  Pierce  MSS.; 
Phillips,  Robert  Toombs ,  pp.  108-10. 
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committee  to  correspond  with  Pierce  and  Scott  as  to  their 
attitude  toward  southern  rights.  They  were  to  reconvene 
when  these  replies  were  received.  Scott  sent  a  non-com¬ 
mittal  reply  and  Pierce  ignored  them,  so  when  they  came  to¬ 
gether  again  on  September  13  they  nominated  George  M. 
Troup  of  Georgia  and  John  A.  Quitman  of  Mississippi 
for  President  and  Vice-President.  Troup  accepted  but  de¬ 
clared  he  should  support  Pierce.  This  ticket  carried  little 
weight,  and  most  southern  rights  men  supported  Pierce, 
who  easily  carried  the  state  with  26,881  votes  while  Troup 
only  received  2,174  votes  from  bitter  enders  like  Yancey. 
This  ticket  was  less  popular  elsewhere  in  the  south,  in 
Troup’s  home  state  it  received  119  votes  and  elsewhere 
less.1 

Lack  of  harmony  was  not  confined  to  the  South.  New 
York  was  a  storm  center.  How  to  raise  campaign  funds 
was  the  chief  trouble.  Marcy’s  friend,  Thomas,  had  sur¬ 
veyed  the  situation  and  was  worried.  When  Peaslee  visited 
New  York  in  July  they  discussed  the  situation.  Peaslee 
told  Thomas  that  George  N.  Sanders  had  been  to  see  him 
and  told  him  that  if  George  Law  and  Pierce  could  come  to 
an  understanding  Law  would  furnish  all  the  money  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  campaign.  Thomas  impressed  upon  Peaslee 
the  fact  that  if  Law  should  be  countenanced  by  Pierce,  noth¬ 
ing  would  be  done  by  the  respectable  element  in  New  York 
in  support  of  the  ticket.  Thomas  then  introduced  Peaslee 
to  various  party  workers  including  Samuel  J.  Tilden  and 
efforts  were  made  to  raise  some  money.  But  it  was  slow 
work.  Many  of  Marcy’s  opponents  refused  to  contribute. 
Many  were  away  for  the  summer.  There  were  so  many 
state  offices  depending  on  the  result  of  the  state  elections 

lN.  Y.  Herald,  July  8,  18,  Sept.  14,  1852;  Washington  Union,  Sept. 
IS,  1852;  DuBose,  Wm.  L.  Yancey,  p.  268,  Hodgson,  Cradle  of  the 
Confederacy,  pp.  326-337,  Harden,  Troup,  pp.  529-30- 
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that  much  money  was  reserved  for  carrying  primaries,  city 
and  state  elections.  As  the  national  committee  were  count¬ 
ing  on  New  York  for  funds  this  was  embarrassing.  Two 
weeks  later  Thomas  sent  for  aid  and  Robert  McLane,  the 
chairman,  and  Peaslee  came  to  New  York.  Here  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  all  cliques  were  invited  to  meet  at  the  Astor 
House  on  July  31  and  confer.  Only  Flagg,  Kelly  and 
Tilden,  all  barnburners,  came.  After  consultation  it  was 
decided  to  let  each  one  raise  what  he  could  as  an  individual ; 
organization  was  dispensed  with.  Other  difficulties  piled 
up.  Thomas’  activities  aroused  the  jealousy  of  the  national 
committeeman,  Beekman,  a  barnburner.  He  complained  to 
McLane  that  Thomas  was  absorbing  his  functions.  How¬ 
ever,  as  Beekman  had  been  holding  off  because  he  wanted 
Congressman  Dean  placed  on  the  resident  committee,  he  got 
little  sympathy  from  Washington.  Tammany,  too,  was 
cold,  and  instead  of  raising  money,  actually  asked  the 
national  committe  for  $10,000  for  state  campaign  expenses. 
Thomas  and  Tilden  after  much  work  succeeded  in  raising 
$1,100  by  the  middle  of  August,  but  could  see  prospects  of 
only  $400  additional.  As  this  was  less  than  half  the 
state’s  quota  they  had  reason  to  be  discouraged.1  Finally 
at  the  opportune  moment  Belmont  stepped  in  and  contri¬ 
buted  a  large  sum  to  the  national  committee.  Thus  the 
matter  of  funds  was  taken  care  of.2 

These  difficulties  led  some  to  fear  that  the  hards  were 
going  to  bolt  the  ticket  in  New  York,  especially  as  they 
had  just  been  defeated  again  in  the  state  convention.  The 
Marcy  men  learned  from  Pierce’s  intimate,  Atherton,  that 
Birdsall,  Dickinson’s  henchman,  had  been  to  Pierce  de¬ 
manding  pledges  that  Marcy  would  not  be  considered  as 
predominant  in  New  York.  'Atherton  further  stated  that 

1  Thomas  to  Marcy,  July  19,  29,  31,  Aug.  14,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

’C.  H.  Peaslee  to  Marcy,  May  9,  1853,  ibid. 
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Pierce  had  not  only  refused  these  pledges  but  had  told 
Birdsall  that  if  the  state  ticket  were  defeated  he  would 
know  why.  Every  effort  was  made  to  whip  the  disgruntled 
hards  into  line.  They  need  not  have  feared,  however,  as 
the  state  ticket  ran  2,000  votes  ahead  of  Pierce.1 

There  was  another  revolt  in  New  England.  As  the 
Massachusetts  state  convention  of  September  8  approached 
certain  ultra-hunkers  like  Bradford  and  Austin  wished  to 
break  the  coalition  with  the  free-soilers  which  of  late  had 
been  winning  victories.  They  pressed  this  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  Benjamin  F.  Butler  and  others  who  had  returned 
from  the  Hillsboro  rally  had  reported  that  the  general 
sentiment  among  leaders  from  all  quarters  was  that  the 
coalition  should  be  maintained;  it  was  felt  that  in  no  other 
way  could  Massachusetts  be  rescued  from  the  Whigs. 
Nevertheless  Bradford  and  Austin  introduced  a  resolution 
at  the  convention  dissolving  the  agreement.  When  this 
was  voted  down  two  to  one,  these  men  withdrew  with 
about  a  hundred  followers  known  as  the  “  Fitchburg  sec- 
ceders  ”.  They  found  aid  and  comfort  in  the  attitude  of 
Bierce’s  friend,  Edmund  Burke.  He  wrote  an  article  in 
the  New  Hampshire  Argus  and  Spectator  condemning 
coalition  and  declaring  Pierce  would  not  look  with  favor 
upon  it.  As  Pierce  was  intimate  with  Cushing  and  Greene, 
the  managers  who  had  preserved  the  coalition  at  Fitchburg, 
Burke  was  probably  mistaken.  Pierce  never  really  favored 
him  with  his  confidence.  This  matter  caused  a  stir  in  NeW 
England  and  it  was  feared  that  such  unnecessary  antagon¬ 
ism  would  only  make  votes  for  Hale.2 


PS.  B.  Jewett  to  Marcy,  Oct.  19,  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Oct.  21,  22,  25, 
Marcy  to  Berret,  Oct.  27,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

3  N.  H.  Daily  Patriot,  Sept.  9,  1852;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Oct.  11,  1852; 
unsigned  and  unaddressed  letter  in  B'.  F.  Butler’s  handwriting,  Aug.  20, 
1852,  Moses  Bates,  Jr.,  to  Benj.  F.  Butler,  Sept.  25,  1852,  Benj.  F.  Butler 
MSS. ;  Bradford  to  Marcy,  Feb.  22,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 
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In  spite  of  these  numerous  Democratic  difficulties,  the 
Whigs  were  so  rent  with  dissent  ions  themselves  that  they 
were  unable  to  pursue  their  advantage.  Many  of  that  party 
felt  that  Webster,  the  great  nationalist,  should  have  been 
the  candidate.  This  was  especially  true  in  the  south. 
There  many  leaders,  prominent  among  them  being  Stephens 
and  Toombs  of  Georgia,  felt  that  Scott  had  been  nominated 
and  Webster  defeated  by  the  manipulations  of  Seward  and 
the  free  soil  group.  The  domination  of  these  men  the 
Compromise  Whigs  refused  to  own.  On  July  3  Toombs 
got  up  in  the  House  and  declared  that  the  Whig  party  was 
under  the  control  of  the  free  soil  element,  and  that  the  elec¬ 
tion  of  Scott  would  reopen  sectional  strife.  On  the  same 
day  Stephens,  Toombs  and  other  southern  union  Whigs 
published  a  letter  repudiating  Scott  and  declining  to  sup¬ 
port  him.  Gentry  of  Tennesse,  one  of  the  signers,  gave 
up  all  hope  and  flamboyantly  declared  in  the  House : 

I  will  go  home.  In  a  sequestered  valley  in  the  state  of 
Tennessee,  there  is  a  smiling  farm  with  bubbling  fountains, 
covered  with  rich  pasturage  and  fat  flocks  and  all  that  is 
needful  for  the  occupation  and  enjoyment  of  a  man  of  un¬ 
corrupted  tastes.  I  will  go  there  and  pray  for  “  Rome  ”. 

Some  of  these  supported  Pierce  while  others,  especially 
in  Georgia  and  North  Carolina,  joined  with  certain  disaf¬ 
fected  ones  in  Massachusetts  in  nominating  Webster  at 
public  meetings.  Webster  electoral  tickets  were  formed  in 
several  states.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  Webster  advised 
his  friends  to  vote  for  Pierce,  and  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  he  died  a  few  days  before  the  election,  several 
thousand  votes  were  cast  for  him.  In  New  York,  Fill¬ 
more  s  defeat  cooled  the  enthusiasm  of  the  sliver  grays, 
Sewards  enemies.  Various  prominent  and  semi-promin- 

1  Pamphlet:  M.  P.  Gentry’s  speech  with  Stephens-Toombs  letter 
attached;  Ogg,  Webster,  p.  408. 
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ent  Whigs  gained  praise  from  the  Democratic  journals  by 
announcing  publicly  their  support  of  Pierce.1  These  de¬ 
fections  combined  with  Scott’s  individual  peculiarities  and 
anti-foreign  tendencies  did  much  to  break  the  morale  of 
the  Whig  party. 

What  had  Pierce  been  doing  during  these  months  of  the 
campaign  ?  He  had  spent  the  time  quietly  at  Concord,  Rye 
Beach  and  Boston.  He  had  received  many  visitors.  Al¬ 
ready  those  who  were  curious  as  well  as  many  who  hoped 
for  favors  and  office  were  seeking  out  him  upon  whom 
their  hopes  rested.  I11  addition  there  were  conferences 
with  his  managers  who  came  to  make  reports  and  give  and 
take  advice.  His  part  was  almost  wholly  quiescent.  He 
wrote  a  few  letters  in  order  to  settle  doubts  about  some  of 
his  views  and  made  four  short  speeches  in  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  but  they  were  like  most  of  his  efforts,  glittering  but 
vague,  and  void  of  real  meaning.  During  September  and 
October  he  was  reported  as  nervous  and  discouraged,  and 
he  kept  his  agents  busy.  Charles  L.  Woodbury,  the 
George  brothers,  Hibbard,  Arherton,  Peaslee,  and  Upham 
travelled  back  and  forth,  especially  in  New  York  and 
Pennsylvania,  observing,  speaking,  reporting.2 

The  hard  work  of  the  campaign  was  carried  on  by  the 
Democratic  Resident  Committee  at  Washington.  This 
body  had  dwindled  to  three,  Peaslee,  Forney  and  Penn. 
These  had  been  industriously  at  work  with  a  staff  of  about 
thirty  clerks.  Their  chief  occupation  was  sending  out 
campaign  documents,  often  as  many  as  5,000  a  day,  to 
everyone  who  was  thought  to  have  the  least  interest  in 

1  Among  these  were  Senator  Wm.  Wright  of  N.  J.  and  Thos.  L. 
Clingman,  M.  C.  from  North  Carolina,  Washington  Union,  June  30, 
N.  Y.  Herald,  Oct.  14,  1852. 

2  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Sept.  13,  Oct.  11,  20,  21,  22,  23,  1852,  John  H. 
George  to  Marcy,  Sept.  14,  Oct.  14,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.;  Irelan,  Pierce, 
pp.  106-8;  Field,  Memories,  pp.  160-2. 
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-them.  They  made  frequent  appeals  for  address  lists  and 
every  effort  was  made  to  keep  in  touch  with  the  leaders  in 
all  portions  of  the  country.  In  order  to  stir  up  a  little 
activity  the  committee  sent  out  a  circular  on  September 
1 8,  asking  for  detailed  reports,  urging  care  in  establishing 
a  thorough  organization  to  ensure  a  large  attendance  at 
the  polls  and  warning  against  any  excess  of  confidence. 
Then  as  reports  had  been  coming  in  that  Whig  postmasters 
were  not  delivering  Democratic  documents,  the  committee 
sent  out  a  check  list  asking  those  receiving  this  list  to  re¬ 
port  whether  all  their  documents  had  been  delivered.  When 
Scott  had  been  on  his  stumping  tour  for  a  few  days  they 
sent  out  another  circular,  October  9,  showing  that  the  De¬ 
mocratic  vote  had  been  steadily  growing  and  that  all  state 
elections  except  that  in  Vermont  had  been  successful.  The 
Democrats  had  carried  Maine,  Missouri,  New  Hampshire, 
North  Carolina,  Rhode  Island,  Texas,  Arkansas,  Connec¬ 
ticut  and  Iowa  with  an  aggregate  majority  of  48,242.  On 
October  22  they  sent  forth  their  final  appeal.  They  de¬ 
clared  that 

Within  a  few  days  there  has  been  a  grand  conclave  of  the 
active  men  of  the  Scott  party  in  Philadelphia  and  New  York 
and  that  large  sums  of  money  have  been  raised  to  dispatch 
secret  emissaries  to  every  nook  and  corner  of  these  states  to 
provide  bounties  for  recruiting  service — to  prostitute  the  base 

to  keep  a  rendezvous  in  every  village  and  pay  the  sergeants 
and  corporals  in  their  service — to  hire  bullies  to  intimidate 
and  drive  from  the  polls  the  weak-hearted  and  to  bring  every 
Whig  voter  to  the  ballot-box. 

The)'-  appealed  to  all  to  be  active  and  bring  out  a  full  vote, 
especially  if  the  weather  were  to  be  unpleasant.1 

1 Washington  Union,  July  4,  Sept.  29,  1852;  Peaslee  to  Breckinridge, 
Sept.  18,  Forney  to  Breckinridge,  Sept.  28,  1852,  J.  C.  Breckinridge 
MSS.;  Dean  to  Marcy,  Aug.  14,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.;  a  file  of  the  circular 
letters  of  the  committee  is  preserved  in  the  Isaac  Davis  MSS. 
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On  November  2  the  vote  was  cast.  Pierce  and  King 
were  elected,  carrying  all  the  states  except  Vermont,  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee.  This  sweeping  vic¬ 
tory  in  the  electoral  college  in  its  appearance,  however,  be¬ 
lied  actualities.  Analysis  of  the  returns  shows  that  the 
Whig  vote  decreased  but  very  little;  only  in  the  strong 
southern  rights  states  of  Alabama,  Florida,  Georgia,  and 
Mississippi  was  there  a  marked  falling  off.  The  loss  of 
but  a  small  percentage  of  votes  in  other  states  was  what 
deprived  Scott  of  their  electoral  votes.  Indeed  the  rela¬ 
tively  slight  shift  can  be  seen  from  the  fact  that  in  1848 
the  Whigs  obtained  48  percent  of  the  vote  while  in  1852 
this  dropped  only  to  44  percent.  The  Whig  party  was  by 
no  means  numerically  dead.  Pierce’s  majority  over  all 
candidates  throughout  the  country  was  barely  30,000  in  a 
total  of  3,ioo,ooo.1 

Thus  Pierce  was  elected  not  through  any  particular  quali¬ 
fication  of  his  own,  except  “  availability  ”,  not  because  of 
astute  political  management  on  the  part  of  his  henchmen, 
but  by  force  of  circumstances.  Since  the  “  Hurrah  and 
Hallelujah  Campaign  ”  of  1840,  there  had  occurred  a  series 
of  crises  which  had  wrecked  the  political  nerves  of  the 
country.  The  tension  had  nearly  precipitated  disunion  in 


1  Whig  Almanac,  1854,  Moore,  Schuyler  Colfax,  p.  59. 


The  vote  was : 

Pierce  . 

Scott  . 

Hale  . 

.  157,296 

Webster  . 

.  7,425 

Troup  . 

Broome  . 

.  4,48s 

(American) 

Goodel  . 

.  75 

(Abolition) 

3,i44,4i4 
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1850  and  in  1852  the  county  was  undergoing  a  natural 
reaction.  There  was  little  to  choose  between  the  candidates 
and  parties,  and  the  country  was  too  prosperous  to  be  in¬ 
terested  in  a  battle  without  issues.  Since  Jackson’s  time 
the  country  had  been  normally  Democratic,  consequently  the 
natural  result  had  followed — Pierce  had  'been  elected.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  campaign  the  politicians  had  seen  the  necessity  for 
uniting  for  the  spoils  and,  with  few  exceptions,  all  De¬ 
mocrats,  free  soil,  union  and  southern  rights,  had  joined 
hands  to  win  the  election.  Victory  had  resulted  from  union. 
Would  the  Democratic  politicians  profit  by  the  lesson? 
W ould  the  harmony  last  ? 


CHAPTER  XI 


The  Cabinet 

By  eleven  o’clock  on  the  evening  of  Election  Day,  Frank¬ 
lin  Pierce  knew  that  he  was  to  be  the  next  President  of  the 
United  States.  He  allowed  no  demonstration  of  congra¬ 
tulation  in  Concord  that  night,  and  the  next  morning  he 
went  quietly  away  to  the  old  homestead  at  Hillsborough. 
The  thoughts  which  came  to  him  and  the  emotions  that  he 
experienced  during  the  next  few  days  were  unknown  to  any 
but  himself;  on  November  5  he  returned  to  Concord  nerved 
to  his  new  task.  And  it  was  a  task.  During  the  next  four 
months  he  must  choose  a  cabinet,  formulate  his  policies  and 
incorporate  them  in  his  inaugural  address.  Upon  the  suc¬ 
cess  or  failure  of  these  creations  depended  in  large  measure 
the  maintenance  of  party  harmony  and  strength.  These 
problems  were  in  themselves  difficult  of  solution,  but  cir¬ 
cumstances  made  them  thrice  difficult.  The  President-elect 
was  continually  distracted.  He  was  the  legitimate  prey 
for  any  and  all  who  might  desire  to  receive  office  or  give 
advice.  Concord  became  a  shrine  for  the  faithful  and 
thither  many  a  hopeful  pilgrim  wended  his  way.  There 
many  made  their  devotions  and  came  away  with  the  bitter 
sweet  recollection  of  a  hearty  welcome,  a  pleasant  smile — 
and  no  satisfaction. 

In  Concord,  New  Hampshire,  then,  Pierce  settled  down 
to  work  out  his  problems.  His  chief  adviser  was  ex- 
Senator  Charles  G.  Atherton,  a  long  time  confidential  friend 
who  during  his  congressional  career  had  been  the  sponsor 
169]  169 


!  70  THE  DEM  OCR  A  TIC  MA  CHINE,  1850-1854  [  1  y0 

of  the  famous  “  gag  resolution  ”.1  Pierce  planned  to  have 
him  in  the  Senate  as  his  spokesman.  With  difficulty  his 
friends  secured  his  election  by  the  New  Hampshire  legisla¬ 
ture  on  November  2 5. 2  Another  close  friend  of  Pierce 
was  Judge  Josiah  Minot,  his  law  partner,  who  also  managed 
his  property.  The  President-elect  depended  upon  him  in  a 
great  many  ways  and  decided  to  give  him  a  position  in  the 
Treasury  so  that  he  might  be  near  him.  John  H.  George, 
chairman  of  the  state  committee,  was  going  to  take  charge 
of  his  law  practice.  Congressman  Charles  H.  Peaslee  was 
also  a  close  friend,  and  Peaslee’s  nephew,  Sidney  Webster, 
who  had  been  a  law  student  of  Pierce,  was  going  to  Wash¬ 
ington  as  private  secretary  to  the  new  executive.  These 
were  the  local  confidants  of  the  President-elect,  and  they 
as  well  as  Pierce  were  deluged  with  applications  and  ad¬ 
vice.  Their  movements  were  watched  with  cat-like  in¬ 
tentness  by  the  press — in  fact  they  became  oracles  whose 
every  move  was  portentous.  However,  in  spite  of  their 
importance  in  the  public  eye,  none  of  them,  with  the  pos¬ 
sible  exception  of  Atherton  and  Webster,  seems  to  have 
known  anything  of  Pierce’s  real  plans  or  intentions,  so 
close  did  he  keep  his  own  counsel. 

The  seat  of  the  more  important  activities  of  this  period 
was  not  Concord.  This  little  capital  was  too  small,  every¬ 
one  could  be  too  closely  watched,  pilgrims  could  be  too 
easily  identified  and  advertised.  Boston,  the  metropolis 
of  New  England,  was  only  about  seventy  miles  away  and 
could  be  reached  by  a  three  hour  railroad  journey.  Here 
the  arrival  and  sojourn  of  prominent  men  was  less  notice- 

1  Corning,  Amos  Tuck,  p.  63. 

’The  Pierce  wing  of  the  New  Hampshire  Democracy  were  by  no 
means  dominant  and  it  was  with  difficulty  that  enough  of  their  opponents 
were  persuaded  to  vote  for  Atherton,  Boston  Atlas,  Nov.  27,  1852,  N.  Y. 
Herald,  Dec.  4,  1852;  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Nov.  27,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 
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able.  Consequently  Pierce  went  there  as  often  as  two  or 
three  times  a  week,  staying  sometimes  at  the  home  of  his 
wife’s  uncle,  Amos  Lawrence,  or  more  often  at  the  Tre- 
mont  House.  Here  he  saw  the  more  important  pilgrims, 
and  here  he  held  many  important  conferences  with  Cushing, 
Greene,  Woodbury  and  others.1 

In  these  surroundings  Pierce  set  out  to  choose  his  cabinet. 
In  order  to  maintain  harmony  all  elements  must  be  satisfied. 
Compromise  supporters,  free  soilers,  states  rights  men,  the 
factions  of  Cass,  Buchanan  and  Douglas,  all  demanded  a 
friend  in  the  President’s  council.  By  the  appointment  of 
seven  men,  Pierce  was  called  upon  to  usher  in  the  millenium. 

Naturally  many  were  interested  in  his  choice  and  some 
statement  or  announcement  was  eagerly  awaited.  Specu¬ 
lation  was  rife.  On  December  8  there  appeared  an  editorial 
article  in  the  New  Hampshire  Patriot  on  the  cabinet.  This 
was  generally  considered  to  have  been  “  inspired  ”.  It  de¬ 
clared  that  “  unity  ”  was  to  be  the  keynote,  no  portion  of 
the  party  was  to  be  proscribed,  previous  office  holders  such, 
as  members  of  Polk’s  cabinet  still  would  be  eligible,  the 
Baltimore  platform  was  to  be  the  only  test.  Pierce,  so  the 
article  ran,  was  open  to  suggestion.  This  pronouncement 
indicated  that  anybody  and  everybody  who  had  voted  for 
Pierce  was  to  be  in  good  standing  with  the  new  administra¬ 
tion.  With  this  the  curious  had  to  be  satisfied.  Mean¬ 
while  Pierce  was  struggling  with  knotty  problems.2 

New  York  politics,  as  usual,  presented  the  most  difficult 
puzzle.  Pierce  wished  to  unite  and  harmonize  the  party 
there  by  means  of  appointments.  He  felt  that  the  Empire 
State  should  be  represented  in  his  body  of  advisers,  but 
whom  should  he  choose  ?  There  were  at  least  three  men  of 


1  Diary  and  Correspondence  of  Amos  Lawrence,  p.  335. 

2  Washington  Union,  Dec.  22;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Dec.  19,  20,  1852;  Blair 
to  J.  Van  Buren,  Dec.  19,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 
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cabinet  stature,  William  L.  Marcy,  soft,  Daniel  S.  Dickin¬ 
son,  hard,  and  John  A.  Dix,  barnburner.  This  matter  oc¬ 
cupied  Pierce’s  mind  immediately.  Marcy  in  his  congrat¬ 
ulatory  note  of  November  7  stated  his  intention  of  spend¬ 
ing  the  winter  in  the  West  Indies  with  his  consumptive 
son.  The  public  press  put  the  date  of  his  departure  at 
November  13.  Quick  action  was  necessary  if  Pierce 
wished  his  advice,  so  the  President-elect  requested  the  ex- 
Secretary  of  War  to  meet  him  in,  Boston,  November  11. 
On  the  day  appointed  they  had  a  long  interview  in  which 
Pierce  made  it  clear  that  he  would  like  to  have  Marcy  in 
his  cabinet  but  as  they  both  realized,  because  of  the  latter  s 
enemies  in  New  York,  such  an  appointment  would  be 
unwise.1 

Pierce’s  own  choice  sems  to  have  been  his  friend  and 
boyhood  companion,  John  A.  Dix.  But  there  were  other 
considerations,  and  powerful  influences  were  being  brought 
to  bear  on  the  matter.  Immediately  after  the  election  the 
General  Committee  of  the  Democratic  Party  of  New  York 
City  appointed  a  group  of  hards  with  Augustus  Schell  as 
chairman  to  proceed  to  Concord  and  offer  Pierce  the  hos¬ 
pitality  of  the  city.  This  was  probably  made  an  excuse 
to  provide  an  opportunity  for  a  political  visit,  perhaps  to 
urge  Dickinson’s  claims.  They  arrived  in  Concord  on 
November  11  and  there  met  Pierce  on  the  way  to  the 
railroad  station.  On  learning  from  him  that  he  was  going 
to  Boston  they  decided  to  go  also  and  have  their  interview 
in  that  place.  During  the  railroad  journey  while  talking 
over  New  York’s  cabinet  possibilities  Pierce  is  reported  to 
have  declined  to  state  whom  he  favored,  but  to  have  de¬ 
clared  that  Marcy  had  the  privilege  of  saying  who  should 

1  Pierce  to  Marcy,  Nov.  9,  1852,  Marcy  to  Berret,  Jan.  15,  18531,  Marcy 
to  Wetmore,  Jan.  19,  1853,  Marcy  MS’S, ;  Slidell  to  Buchanan,  Dec.  19, 
1852,  Buchanan  MSS.;  Marcy  to  Bancroft,  Nov.  10,  1852,  Bancroft  MSS. 
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not  be  appointed.  That  evening  when  they  were  ushered 
into  the  presence  of  the  President-elect  at  the  Tremont 
House  they  found  him  talking  with  their  principal  op¬ 
ponent,  W.  L.  Marcy.  Their  dream  of  a  confidential  in¬ 
terview  vanished.1 

The  next  New  York  move  was  from  the  other  side.  Gov¬ 
ernor-elect  Seymour  and  Erastus  Corning  of  Albany  went 
up  to  Concord,  November  26,  to  press  Marcy’ s  name  and 
to  urge  Pierce  to  make  an  announcement  of  his  cabinet 
plans  for  New  York  before  the  legislature  met  in  Jan¬ 
uary;  this  they  thought  would  aid  them  in  asserting  their 
dominance  in  the  party.  In  spite  of  their  pressure  the 
President-elect  refused  to  announce  any  candidates  before 
he  left  for  Washington.  They  came  away  with  the  im¬ 
pression  that  Dix  would  be  the  man — largely  because  of 
Pierce’s  objection  to  others.2 

Then  on  December  1  the  electors  of  the  several  states  met 
in  their  respective  state  capitals  and  cast  their  votes.  The 
New  York  factional  fight  entered  even  this  harmless  for¬ 
mality.  Dickinson’s  friends  had  been  circulating  a  petition 
praying  the  President-elect  to  appoint  their  leader  to  the 
cabinet.  They  requested  signatures  on  the  ground  that 
Pierce  desired  such  a  petition  sent  to  him.  To  offset  this 
the  Marcy  members  of  the  New  York  electoral  college,  who 
numbered  twenty-two  of  the  thirty-five,  after  casting  the 
states’  vote  for  Pierce,  delegated  Pruyn  to  write  to  the 
President-elect  on  behalf  of  the  electors.  In  this  letter  they 
intended  to  recommend  Marcy  in  general  terms  without 
mentioning  his  name.  Friends  of  Marcy,  however,  com¬ 
plained  that  the  letter  sent  endorsed  Dix.3 

1  F.  Byrdsall  to  Buchanan,  Nov.  24,  1852,  Buchanan  MiSiS.;  Thomas 
to  Marcy,  Nov.  20,  24,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

2  J.  V.  L.  Pruyn  to  Marcy,  Nov.  23,  27,  1852,  Seymour  to  Marcy, 
Dec.  1,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. ;  N.  Y.  Herald ,  Nov.  28,  Dec.  12,  1852. 

3  Seymour  to  Marcy,  Dec.  1,  1852,  Pruyn  to  Marcy,  Dec.  1,  1852, 
H.  K.  Smith  to  Marcy,  Dec.  7,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 
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Meanwhile,  Pierce  had  been  sounding  out  opinion  else¬ 
where  through  his  friend,  Peaslee.  He  saw  Blair  and  in¬ 
quired  of  him  how  Van  Buren,  Benton  and  the  old  Jack- 
sonians  felt  about  a  cabinet  member.  The  consensus  of 
opinion  among  them  seemed  to  be  that  Dix  was  the  man. 
Thus  fortified  by  his  own  predeleotions,  the  advice  of  the 
Jacksonians,  the  barnburners,  and  the  free  soilers,  Pierce 
determined  upon  Dix  as  a  representative  of  these  groups.2 
Consequently  in  an  interview  with  Dix  he  offered  him  a 
place  or  at  least  suggested  such  a  possibility.3  For  the  time 
being  New  York  was  disposed  of. 

Another  problem  was  satisfying  Pennsylvania.  The 
Keystone  state  like  New  York  had  its  famous  man,  James 
Buchanan,  a  veteran  in  cabinet  service.  Pierce  evidently 
did  not  want  him  in  the  cabinet,  but  on  the  other  had  did 
not  wish  to  antagonize  him  by  neglecting  to  consult  him. 
The  anti-Buchanan  men  were  out  in  full  force  while  some 
of  his  friends  were  making  a  strong  drive  to  get  him  ap¬ 
pointed  and  thus  assist  their  leadership  in  state  politics. 
Other  “  Buchaneers  ”  were  pushing  James  Campbell  who 
had  been  defeated  by  the  Cameronians  for  state  office.  On 


1  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Nov.  25,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS.  Van  Buren 
did  not  commit  himself  openly  but  wrote  a  draft  of  a  letter  for  Blair 
to  sign  and  send  to  Pierce  advising  him  to  appoint  no  presidential 
possibilities  in  the  cabinet.  Blair  accompanied  this  with  a  letter  to 
Peaslee  strongly  urging  Dix. 

2  The  friends  of  Dickinson  even  seemed  willing  to1  take  Dix  rather 
than  Marcy,  consequently  the  appointment  would  seem  to  have  some 
healing  power  in  New  York  as  Marcps  friends  did  not  care  to  oppose 
Dix.  There  is  reason  to  believe  also  that  Marcy  suggested  Dix. 
Pruyn  to  Marcy,  Nov.  27,  1852,  Marcy,  unaddressed,  Nov.  17,  1852, 
Marcy  to  Berrett,  Jan.  15,  1853,  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Jan.  18,  1853, 
Marcy  MSS. 

s  Date  not  mentioned  in  Dix,  Memoirs,  vol.  i,  p.  271.  Dix  lectured 
in  Boston,  Nov.  29,  and  it  may  have  been  then.  N.  Y.  Herald,  Dec.  9, 
1852;  Stanton,  Random  Recollection  (2nd  edition),  p.  90. 
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December  7  Pierce  wrote  to  Buchanan,  he  suggested  that 
Buchanan  might  concur  with  him  in  the  belief  that  no  for¬ 
mer  cabinet  officers  ought  to  be  reappointed.  However,  he 
desired  his  advice  and  suggestions,  especially  as  regards 
Pennsylvania  affairs.  This  epistle  gave  Buchanan  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  agree.  Buchanan  immediately  replied  that 
Pierce’s  statement  of  views  relieved  him  of  no  little  an¬ 
xiety — he  had  feared  he  might  be  appointed  to  the  cabinet  in 
the  “  laborious  and  responsible  position  ”  which  he  formerly 
occupied.  He  advised  the  President-elect  to  leave  New 
England  and  get  better  acquainted  with  views  in  other  sec¬ 
tions.  For  a  cabinet  position  he  urged  Campbell  or  ex- 
Governor  David  R.  Porter.  Upon  the  receipt  of  this  Pierce 
expressed  “  sincere  gratitude  ”  which  there  is  no  doubt  he 
felt.  For  the  next  two  months  both  Pennsylvania  fac¬ 
tions  made  every  effort  to  get  Campbell  or  his  opponent, 
George  M.  Dallas,  into  the  next  cabinet.1 

A  third  problem  was  the  representative  of  the  southern 
rights  group.  For  advice  he  turned  to  his  old  army  asso¬ 
ciate,  Jefferson  Davis.  On  December  7  he  wrote  him  de¬ 
siring  an  interview  in  regard  to  opinion  in  the  south  and  the 
formation  of  the  cabinet.  As  he  was  uncertain  whether 
Davis  would  accept  a  cabinet  position  he  declared  that  he 
did  not  desire  to  offer  him  one,  but  that  he  would  like  to 
talk  with  him  as  a  friend  knowing  that  he  would  receive 
from  him  a  “  friend’s  free  and  useful  suggestions  ”.  He 
asked  him  to  telegraph  when  he  could  come  and  follow  this 
by  a  letter.  These  messages,  however,  were  not  to  be  ad¬ 
dressed  to  Pierce  but  were  to  be  sent  to  Col  C.  G.  Greene. 


1  H.  D.  Gilpin  to  Van  Buren,  Nov.  9,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS.;  Thomas 
to  Marcy,  Dec.  23,  1852,  Feb.  16,  1853,  Timothy  Jenkins  to  Marcy, 
Jan.  3,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.;  Buchanan,  Works,  vol.  viii,  pp.  492-500; 
Van  Dyke  to  Buchanan,  Feb.  1,  1853,  Buchanan  to  Gilmore,  Jan.  18, 
1853,  Buchanan  MSS.;  New  Orleans  Weekly  Delta,  Mar.  13,  1853; 
N.  Y.  Herald,  Jan.  3,  1853. 


THE  DEMOCRATIC  MACHINE,  1850-1854 


176 


[176 


Thus  the  fact  of  communication  between  Davis  and  the 
President-elect  would  be  kept  secret.  Davis  replied,  De¬ 
cember  27,  that  illness  in  his  family  made  a  visit  north  im¬ 
possible.1 

While  awaiting  Davis’  answer  Pierce  was  considering  a 
fourth  problem.  Who  was  to  represent  the  Union  Com¬ 
promise  Democrats,  special  followers  of  Cass?  He  did  not 
communicate  with  Cass,  but  early  in  December  A.  O.  P. 
Nicholson,  editor  of  the  Nashznlle  Union,  an  old  associate, 
came  to  confer  with  him.2  Nicholson  was  close  to  Cass. 
A  few  days  later,  December  1,  he  had  the  benefit  of  a  con¬ 
sultation  with  Senator  Shields  and  Senator  Gwin,  who  were 
closely  identified  with  the  Cass  wing;  the  latter  advised  him 
to  seek  the  advice  and  the  approval  of  the  Congressional 
leaders.3  Sometime  during  this  period  it  may  be  supposed 
Nicholson  was  offered  a  position  in  the  cabinet.* 

Meanwhile  Avithout  waiting  for  word  from  Davis,  Pierce 
decided  to  confer  with  Robert  M.  T.  Hunter,  Senator  from 
Virginia,  and  a  powerful  southern  rights  politician.  Al¬ 
though  recognition  of  this  faction  was  not  very  pleasing  to 
Nicholson  and  the  Cass  men  Pierce  got  Nicholson  to  take 
a  message  to  Hunter  asking  him  to  come  to  Boston  for 
consultation.  Nicholson  did  so  leaving  for  New  England 
again  on  the  19th  of  December.  On  Christmas  eve,  Hun¬ 
ter  arrived  in  Boston.  Christmas  day  Pierce  spent  in  con- 


1  Pierce  to  Davis,  Dec.  7,  1852,  Jan.  12,  1853,  Pierce  MSS. 

2  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Dec.  7,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 

8  Cass  to  Cobb,  Dec.  18,  1852,  Toombs  Corn.,  p.  322,  Blair  to  Van  Buren, 
27  Dec.,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS. 

4  The  evidence  on  this  point  is  the  undocumented  statements  in  Apple- 
ton’s  Biographical  Encyclopedia  and  Caldwell,  Bench  and  Bar  of 
Tennessee,  p.  230,  and  the  following  statement  in  a  letter  of  Blair  to 
Van  Buren,  Dec.  27,  1852:  “Nicholson  .  .  .  has  been  plying  between 
Washington  and  Concord  several  times  and  gives  out  that  he  is  to  be 
of  the  cabinet.”  Also  Nashville  Union,  March  8,  1853, 
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sultation  at  the  Tremont  House  with  Cushing',  Atherton, 
Nicholson  and  Hunter.  The  upshot  was  that  Hunter  went 
home  with  the  offer  of  a  cabinet  position.1 

During  this  month  of  December  Pierce  had  also  decided 
on  Caleb  Cushing,  another  personal  friend  and  Mexican 
War  associate.  As  a  member  of  the  cabinet  he  would  re¬ 
present  New  England  and  be  pleasing  to  the  south,  especially 
to  the  group  in  that  section  which  had  supported  Tyler.2 
Thus  by  the  first  of  the  year  Pierce  seems  to  have  definitely 
decided  upon  Dix,  Hunter,  Cushing  and  Nicholson,  the 
first  a  free  soiler  who  would  harmonize  New  York,  the 
second  a  southern  states  rightsman,  and  the  third  a  New1 
Englander  and  a  Cass-Union  Compromise  man. 

With  these  tentatively  decided  on,  and  perhaps  others, 
Pierce  thought  it  wise  to  test  opinion.  His  friend  Peaslee 
had  already  done  a  little  scouting  and  so  had  P.  R.  George, 
who  had  carried  New  Hampshire’s  electoral  vote  to  Wash¬ 
ington.  Now  Senator-elect  Atherton  and  Sidney  Webster 
arrived  in  Washington  on  January  6.  Atherton  conversed 
with  a  number  of  politicians  but  it  was  charged  that  this 
group  was  made  up  principally  of  free  soilers  and  Soule. 
He  suggested  the  merits  of  a  Dix-Hunter  combination. 
His  visit  was  cut  short  by  the  death  of  his  father  and  on 
January  9  he  left  Washington.  What  report  he  made  at 

1  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Dec.  20,  27,  1852,  Wetmore  to  Marcy,  Dec.  28, 
1852,  -Campbell  to  Marcy,  Dec.  31,  1852,  Marcy  MSlS. ;  Blair  to  Van 
Buren,  Dec.  27,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS.;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Dec.  24,  26,  28, 
30,  1852,  Jan.  3,  1853,  Boston  Atlas,  Dec.  28,  1832. 

2 'Webster,  Franklin  Pierce  and  his  Administration,  p.  52>  Wise 
later  claimed  the  credit  for  Cushing’s  appointment  though  his  usual 
extravagant  claims  of  his  accomplishment  lead  this  to  be  taken  with 
a  grain  of  salt.  Wise  to  Hunter,  Apr.  16,  1853,  Hunter  Corr.,  p.  156. 
Cushing  was  debarred  from  further  consultation  with  Pierce  because 
the  former  was  quarantined  by  an  attack  of  scarlet  fever  from  Jan.  2, 
1853  until  late  in  February.  Information  supplied  by  C.  M.  Fuess, 
Cushing’s  biographer. 
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his  conference  with  Pierce  on  January  17  is  not  known. 
However,  his  visit  set  loose  a  vast  amount  of  speculation 
and  the  fire-eating  senators,  Mason,  Atchison  and  Butler, 
as  well  as  many  others,  were  wroth  over  the  appointment 
of  Dix  the  party  traitor  of  1848.1  A  storm  of  protest 
came  from  the  south  against  him.2 

In  the  midst  of  these  consultations  occurred  a  tragedy 
which  drove  thought  of  the  cabinet  and  all  else  from  the 
mind  of  the  President-elect.  On  January  6  Pierce’s  little 
iboy  was  killed  before  his  parents’  eyes  in  a  railroad  acci¬ 
dent.3  This  awful  shock  prostrated  Mrs.  Pierce,  and 
Pierce  himself  had  a  terrible  heart-ache  to  bear  along  with 
the  burdens  of  his  new  position.  Everyone  sympathized 
with  him  and  for  a  space  he  had  a  respite  from  the  impor¬ 
tunities  of  office  seekers. 

Scarcely  had  Pierce  recovered  in  a  measure  from  this 
shock  when  he  received  a  letter  from  Hunter  declining  a 
cabinet  position.  His  family  were  much  opposed  to  his 
taking  such  a  responsibility  and  he  had  just  been  reelected 
to  the  Senate  where  as  chairman  of  the  finance  committee 
he  occupied  an  important  place.4  This  refusal  and  the 
storm  of  southern  protest  against  Dix  combined  with  the 
activities  of  certain  New  Y  ork  politicians  were  going  to 
make  necessary  a  recasting  of  the  slate. 

The  newly  elected  state  administration  in  New  York 


1  N.  Y.  Herald ,  Jan.  5,  1853;  Boston  Atlas,  Jan.  10,  13,  1853;  Thomas, 
to  Marcy,  Jan.  ii,  16,  1853,  Berret  to  Marcy,  Jan.  14,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.; 
Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Jan.  11,  1853,  Van  Buren  MSS. 

2  Powell  to  Breckinridge,  Feb.  5,  1853,  Breckinridge  MSS.;  King  to 
Welles,  Dec.  29,  1852,  Welles  MiSS. ;  Eames  to  Marcy,  Nov.  25,  1852, 
Thomas  to  Marcy,  Dec.  20,  Jan.  4,  13,  15,  16,  1853,  Berret  to  Marcy, 
Jan.  14,  1853,  Jenkins  to  Marcy,  Jan.  22,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.;  N.  F„. 
Herald,  Dec.  31,  1852. 

3  N.  Y.  Herald,  Jan.  7,  1853. 

4  Hunter,  R.  M.  T.  Hunter,  pp.  107-8. 
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was  dominated  by  Marcy’s  friends  and  they  were  deter¬ 
mined  to  maintain  control  of  the  party.  Marcy’s  lieuten¬ 
ants,  Thomas,  Stryker  and  Cutting,  went  to  Washington 
where  they  looked  over  the  ground.  There  Thomas  learned 
that  Dickinson  had  written  his  friends  not  to  endorse  Dix, 
that  any  such  action  would  be  a  violation  of  all  principle. 
Then  on  January  19,  Pruyn  went  up  to  Concord  for  a 
private  interview  with  Pierce.  In  this  he  impressed  upon 
the  President-elect  the  ease  whereby  he  might  settle  the 
Dix-Dickinson  feud  by  the  appointment  of  Marcy.  While 
there,  Pierce  showed  Pruyn  a  telegram  from  Beardsley  and 
Pierson  announcing  their  coming  to  present  a  petition  in 
favor  of  Dickinson  signed  by  a  majority  of  Democrats  in  the 
legislature.1  Pierce  invited  Pruyn  to  stay  and  meet  them 
but  he  declined  and  went  on  to  Boston  where  he  met  Cagger, 
Church,  Chatfield  and  Wright  who  were  going  up  to  ex¬ 
plain  away  this  Dickinson  petition.  It  so  happened  that 
these  two  delegations  arrived  on  January  21  and  Pierce  used 
a  little  device  of  which  he  was  fond — he  caused  both  dele¬ 
gations  to  see  him  at  once.  By  this  plan  he  got  out  of  a 
private  interview  with  either  and  both  factions  adjourned 
to  the  Eagle  Hotel  to  partake  of  an  oyster  supper.  They 
all  went  home  the  next  day,  each  side  rejoicing  at  the  other’s 
discomfiture.2 * * 5 

New  York  was  not  the  only  state  that  pressed  its  claim¬ 
ants.  Buchanan’s  faction  in  Pennsylvania  continued  to 
press  Campbell  while  his  opponents  were  just  as  intent  on 
Dallas.  Various  electoral  colleges  had  endorsed  favorite 

1  A  Marcy  man  declared  that  but  few  had  signed  this  until  it  became 

apparent  that  Dix  was  going  to  be  appointed  and  then  rather  than  have 

him  a  number  signed  for  Dickinson.  Jenkins  to  Marcy,  Jan.  22,  1853, 

Marcy  MS'S. 

5  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Jan.  13,  15,  16,  18,  1853,  Pruyn  to  Marcy,  Jan. 
18,  21,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Jan.  22,  23,  1853. 
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sons.  North  Carolina  had  endorsed  James  C.  Dobbin,1 
Virginia  had  recommended  J.  S.  Barbour  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  he  was  an  intemperate  invalid  who  could  only 
move  on  crutches,2  Ohio  had  set  the  seal  of  its  approval  on 
Samuel  Medary.  This  friend  of  Douglas  was  very  anxious 
to  get  in  ;  he  had  the  endorsement  not  only  of  the  electors 
of  Ohio  but  also  of  the  representatives  of  that  state ;  he  had 
persuaded  the  opposing  faction  in  his  state  to  withdraw 
opposition  and  had  been  to  Concord  to  press  his  claim. 
Atherton  was  reported  to  have  gone  back  to  Concord  with 
his  various  recommendations  in  his  pocket  to  submit  to 
Pierce.3  F.  P.  Blair  had  written  to  Peaslee  (who  showed 
the  letter  to  Pierce)  recommending  Dix,  Houston  and 
Peaslee,  and  later  had  spoken  well  of  Guthrie,  also  he  had 
let  it  be  known  to  Pierce  that  he  was  again  willing  to  enter 
the  editorial  sanctum  to  defend  Pierce  and  restore  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  Jacksonian  Democracy.'4  Henry  A.  Wise  wrote 
early  to  Paul  R.  George,  condemning  the  appointment  of 
Dix,  pouring  vitriol  on  the  Floyd-Bailey  faction  of  Douglas 
men  in  Virginia,  advising  the  President  to  leave  New  York 
out,  recommending  Hunter,  Cushing  in  glowing  terms,  and 
Bright.5  Benton  to  the  delight  of  F.  P.  Blair,  Sr.,  urged 
Montgomery  Blair  for  Attorney  General.6  Governor 
Powell  of  Kentucky  recommended  James  Guthrie.7  Many 
had  their  claims  pressed,  the  list  was  long — John  B.  Floyd 

1  Ga.  Hist.  Quarterly,  vol.  vi,  no.  i. 

2  Boston  Atlas,  Jan.  17,  1853,  N.  Y.  Express,  Jan.  7,  1853. 

3 Chase  to  Hamlin,  Feb.  15,  1853,  Chase  MSS.  Day  to  Chase,  Dec.  9, 
1852,  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Dec.  27,  1832,  Jan.  3,  n,  1853,  Van 
Buren  MSS. 

‘Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Nov.  25,  2 7,  Dec.  18,  27,  Van  Buren  MSS. 

5  Wise  to  P.  R.  George,  Dec.  11,  1852,  Pierce  MSS.  (N.  H.  Hist.  Soc.). 

*  Blair  to  Van  Buren,  Dec.  18,  1852,  Van  Buren  MSS.;  Blair  to 
Rives,  Nov.  6,  1852,  Rives  MSS. 

7  Powell  to  Breckinridge,  Feb.  10,  1853,  Breckinridge  MSS. 
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of  Virginia,  Howell  Cobb  and  John  P.  King  of  Georgia, 
Jacob  Thompson  and  Jefferson  Davis  of  Mississippi,  John 
Slidell  of  Louisiana,  William  Medill  of  Ohio,  Robert 
Strange  of  North  Carolina,  Governor  Robert  McClelland 
of  Michigan,  Louis  McLane  of  Maryland,  and  many  others. 
William  H.  Polk  and  Edward  C.  Marshall,  friends  of 
Douglas  and  Young  America,  had  been  to  Concord,1  and 
numerous  other  self-appointed  delegations  had  flocked 
there.  Out  of  all  these  multitudinous  and  often  conflict¬ 
ing  forces  Pierce  had  to  select  the  remainder  of  his  cabinet. 

Hunter  had  declined  and  Nicholson  had  decided  not  to 
serve.  The  pressure  was  so  strong  against  Dix  that  Pierce 
called  him  to  Concord  and  told  him  how  impossible  it  was 
for  him  to  be  appointed;  Dix  could  only  agree  with  this 
opinion  whereupon  Pierce  showed  him  his  inaugural  and  Dix! 
expressed  his  approval.2  These  places  must  be  filled.  On 
February  2  and  again  on  the  18th  Pierce  sent  urgent  tele¬ 
grams  to  Davis  to  come  to  Washington  as  soon  as  possible, 
stating  no  object.  He  was  slated  for  Secretary  of  War.3 
On  February  6  Sidney  Webster  wrote  a  mysterious  note 
to  Marcy  asking  him  to  be  in  Washington  by  the  18th  or 
20th.4  Marcly  was  to  be  Secretary  of  State.  James  Camp¬ 
bell  of  Pennsylvania  received  notes  saying  that  Pierce  would 
confer  with  him  on  his  way  through  Philadelphia.5  Gov¬ 
ernor  McClelland  of  Michigan  was  invited  to  enter  the 
cabinet  on  the  advice  of  Nicholson  and  the  Cass  men.6 

1  N.  Y.  Herald,  Feb.  3,  i8S3- 

2  Dix,  Memoirs,  vol.  i,  p.  272;  Dix  to  Ludlow,  Aug.  28,  i853>  Marcy 
MSS. 

3  Greene  to  Davis,  Feb.  2,  18,  1853,  Pierce  MSS. 

4  Webster  to  Marcy,  Feb.  6,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

5  Campbell  to  Buchanan,  Feb.  13,  1853,  Buchanan  MSS. 

6  There  was  some  southern  protest  against  McClelland  because  he  had 
voted  for  the  Wilmot  Proviso  but  he  circulated  papers  showing  that 
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James  C.  Dobbin  of  North  Carolina  and  James  Guthrie  of 
Kentucky  were  to  be  Secretaries  of  the  Navy  and  the  Treas¬ 
ury.  The  slate  was  complete.  The  policies  of  the  new  ad¬ 
ministration  had  been  formulated  in  an  inaugural  address. 

With  these  preparations  made,  Pierce  bade  goodbye  to 
Concord  on  February  14.  He  was  accompanied  by  his 
secretary,  Sidney  Webster,  and  his  bodyguard,  Sergt. 
O’Neil.  He  was  pale,  careworn,  thin,  and  evidently  very 
nervous,  and  on  the  journey  declined  all  public  receptions. 
At  Philadelphia  he  conferred  with  Campbell  as  to  entering! 
the  cabinet.  He  received  his  acceptance  and  his  approval 
of  the  inaugural.1  He  finally  reached  Washington  Feb¬ 
ruary  2 1. 2  Here  he  found  'Marcy,  Guthrie,  Dobbin  and 
McClelland  awaiting  him  and  he  conferred  with  each.3  He 
showed  them  the  inaugural  and  stated  that  these  were  to 
be  the  principles  of  the  new  administration.  Would  they 
agree  to  stand  firmly  upon  them?  All  assented.  On 
February  22  a  committee  of  Congress  waited  on  the  new1 
leader  to  inform  him  that  the  electoral  vote  had  been  duly 
counted  before  a  joint  session  of  Congress  in  February  9 
and  that  he  had  been  declared  elected.4  All  was  ready  for 
the  inauguration.  Then  the  public  would  learn  the  policy 
and  personnel  of  the  new  administration. 

he  had  presided  over  a  Democratic  State  convention  in  1850  which 
had  endorsed  the  Compromise,  and  that  as  a  candidate  for  governor 
in  the  late  campaign  he  had  run  on  a  platform  decidedly  in  favor 
of  the  Compromise.  Richmond  Enquirer ,  March  4,  1853,  Parker  to 
Breckinridge,  June,  1853,  Breckinridge  MSS. 

'Campbell  to  Buchanan,  Feb.  25,  1853,  Buchanan  MSS.;  Webster, 
Tranklin  Pierce  and  his  Administration,  p.  51. 

MV.  F.  Herald,  Feb.  15,  17,  18,  22,  1853,  Thomas  to  Marcy,  Feb.  17, 
1853,  Marcy  MSS.  A 

s  Davis  did  mot  arrive  in  Washington  until  March  5  and  was  much 
averse  to  entering  the  cabinet.  However,  Pierce  persuaded  him. 
Davis,  Rise  and  Fall  of  the  Confederacy,  vol.  i,  pp.  22-3. 

4  Washington  Union,  Feb.  24,  1853. 
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The  fourth  of  March  1853,  was  a  day  °f  snow  and  sleet. 
At  noon  Pierce  appeared  on  the  steps  of  the  east  front  of 
the  capitol  and  instead  of  taking  the  usual  oath  made  an 
affirmation.  Then  he  delivered  his  inaugural.  This  speech 
was  a  mixture  of  bad  taste  in  personal  allusions  and  pom¬ 
posity  in  empty  phrases  yet  it  clearly  indicated  certain  prin¬ 
ciples.  The  foreign  policy  was  to  be  imperialistic;  Cuba 
was  to  be  acquired  and  new  lines  of  trade  were  to  be  opened. 
American  rights  abroad  were  to  be  maintained  and  the 
Monroe  Doctrine  was  reaffirmed.  This  was  a  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  very  pleasing  to  imperialists  and  jingoists  such  as  the 
slavery  advocates  and  Young  Americans.  As  to  domestic 
policy,  announcement  was  made  that  the  victors  were  to 
have  the  spoils,  the  Whigs  must  go;  but  Pierce  was  under 
no  obligations  as  to  office,  all  were  eligible  who  were  effi¬ 
cient.  The  central  government  was  to  stay  strictly  within 
its  constitutional  limits,  the  states  were  to  be  unhampered 
in  their  spheres.  Finally,  the  Union  under  the  Compro¬ 
mise  was  to  be  paramount,  the  measures  of  1850  were  held 
to  be  “  strictly  constitutional  ”  and  must  be  “  unhesitatingly 
carried  into  effect  ”.  This  domestic  programme  which  fore¬ 
cast  no  new  measures  was  pleasing  to  the  rank  and  file  of 
politicians  and  was  deemed  by  the  Compromise  men  to  show 
that  the  new  President  was  of  their  beliefs.  Imperialists, 
business  men,  professional  politicians,  Compromise  men,  all 
were  satisfied.  Pierce  was  going  to  be  a  safe  man.1 

On  March  7  the  President’s  cabinet  was  announced  and 
the  names  confirmed  by  the  senate.  Then  it  was  learned 
that  the  lists  which  had  been  appearing  in  the  press  since 
February  25  were  substantially  correct.2 

The  Secretary  of  State  was  to  be  William  L.  Marcy. 


1  Richardson,  Messages  and  Papers  of  the  Presidents,  vol.  v,  pp.  197-203. 

2  Washington  Union,  March  8,  1853. 
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His  problem  was  to  conduct  the  foreign  affairs  of  the 
nation  so  as  to  acquire  Cuba,  bring  about  better  commercial 
relations  with  all  countries  and  maintain  the  Monroe  Doc¬ 
trine.  Besides  this  he  was  expected  to  unite  the  New  York 
Democracy  in  support  of  the  administration.  This  was 
a  difficult  task  especially  as  he  had  little  knowledge  of  for¬ 
eign  affairs  and  had  the  bitter  enmity  of  the  Dickinson 
faction. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  was  to  be  James  Guthrie 
of  Kentucky.  He  was  a  tall  square-shouldered,  awkward 
man  with  the  appearance  of  a  farmer  and  a  sleepy  drawl 
which  led  people  to  believe  he  was  slow.  However,  he 
was  an  excellent  business  man,  a  good  executive  who  had 
amassed  a  fortune,  a  hard  worker  who  shunned  society  and 
had  little  reputation  outside  of  Kentucky.  He  was  ap¬ 
pointed  as  a  southern  Unionist  and  as  Blair  spoke  well  of 
him  he  was  thought  to  propitiate  Blair’s  group.  Pierce 
had  never  met  him  till  a  few  days  before  the  inauguration.1 

The  Secretary  of  War,  Jefferson  Davis,  was  a  quiet, 
reserved,  unapproachable,  though  high-strung,  southern  gen¬ 
tleman  who  suffered  from  neuralgia.  His  training  at  West 
Point  and  in  the  army  had  given  him  the  soldier’s  narrow¬ 
ness  of  viewpoint  and  the  martinet’s  idea  of  discipline.  His 
masterful  manner  often  overruled  less  persistent  men  with 
wiser  plans.  He  was  Pierce’s  close  friend  and  the  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  southern  rights  group. 

Caleb  Cushing,  Attorney-General,  was  a  New  England 
law)'rer  and  politician  who  had  had  a  varied  experience.  A 
Whig  in  1840,  he  had  left  the  main  party  and  became  one 
of  Tyler  s  corporal’s  guard.  Thence  he  had  gone  into  the 
Democratic  party.  He  had  been  opposed  to  coalition  in 
Massachusetts  in  1851,  in  the  fall  of  the  same  year  he  had 

1  Webster,  Administration  of  Franklin  Pierce ,  p.  54;  Clay,  A  Belle 
of  the  Fifties,  p.  70. 
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prevented  the  passage  of  resolution  condemning  it  and  had 
been  appointed  a  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  by  a  coalition  administration.  He  was  a  man  of 
high  intellectual  attainments  whose  mental  outlook  had  de¬ 
prived  him  of  the  power  to  judge  a  question  as  to  whether 
it  was  right  or  wrong  according  to  the  common  standard  or 
to  perceive  that  most  people  were  largely  emotional.  For 
this  reason  he  was  a  bad  political  adviser.  He  was  a  wid¬ 
ower  and  lived  in  retirement.  He  was  a  personal  friend 
of  Pierce  and  was  chosen  as  a  New  England  man  who  would 
not  injure  the  susceptibilities  of  southern  leaders.  This  ap¬ 
pointment  was  anathema  to  all  New  Englanders  with  free 
soil  leanings.1 

James  C.  Dobbin,  a  small  man,  with  an  intellectual  face, 
a  hardworking  administrator  of  great  kindliness  of  nature, 
was  to  be  in  charge  of  the  Navy.  He  confined  himself  to 
his  duties  to  such  a  degree  that  he  died  immediately  upon 
leaving  office.  He  had  made  the  speech  which  had  turned 
the  tide  in  favor  of  Pierce  at  the  Baltimore  Covention  and 
was  appointed  with  Guthrie  as  a  southern  unionist  to 
balance  Davis.  He  had  no  reputation  or  influence  out¬ 
side  of  his  state.2 

James  Campbell  of  Pennsylvania,  Postmaster-General, 
was  another  unknown  man,  not  a  leader.  He  had  been 
a  successful  lawyer  and  city  politician.  He  had  been 
defeated  for  state  office,  it  was  claimed,  by  the  treachery 
of  the  Cameronians,  and  this  appointment  was  at  once  a 
solace  and  a  reward  to  the  Buchanan  faction.3 

Robert  McClelland,  lately  Governor  of  Michigan,  com¬ 
pleted  the  slate  as  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  He  was  a 


JQay,  op.  cit.,  p.  64;  Parker,  Reminiscences  of  Rufus  Choate,  p.  285; 
Boutwell,  Reminiscences,  vol.  i,  p.  119. 

7  Clay,  op.  cit.,  p.  65. 
zlbid.,  p.  64. 
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man  of  forbidding  demeanor  who  tended  strictly  to  business. 
He  had  voted  for  the  Wilmot  proviso  and  repented  of  it; 
he  was  a  friend  of  Cass.  He  was  appointed  to  fill  the  triple 
role  of  satisfying  the  free  soilers,  the  northwest  and  the 
friends  of  Cass.  He,  also,  had  not  been  heard  of  before 
outside  of  his  own  state  circle.1 

This  cabinet  evoked  little  unfavorable  comment.  Still 
certain  groups  were  covertly  dissatisfied.  Free  soilers  felt 
they  had  no  representative,  southern  rights  men  thought  that 
the  Compromise  men  had  too  many,  the  Compromise  men 
resented  the  appointment  of  any  but  themselves.  Douglas’ 
friends  were  slighted  altogether,  thus  were  they  punished 
for  their  leaders  presumptuous  and  too  ardent  campaign 
against  the  “Old  Fogies”.2  But  it  was  too  early  for  out¬ 
ward  signs  of  dissatisfaction;  there  were  many  other  plums 
to  be  distributed. 


*One  report  had  it  that  McClelland  had  expected  the  Post  Office 
and  when  he  was  asked  to  take  the  Interior,  he  and  Cass  demurred 
decidedly.  The  Post  Office  department  had  control  of  much  patronage, 
and  to  have  it  under  the  control  of  a  friend  was  a  great  advantage  to  a 
prospective  presidential  candidate.  Parker  to  Buchanan,  Feb.  26,  1853, 
Buchanan  MSS.;  Clay,  op.  cit.,  p.  64;  Life  of  Zachariah  Chandler,  p.  83. 

1  A.  Campbell  to  Marcy,  Dec.  10,  1852,  Marcy  MSS. 
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The  Distribution  of  the  Spoils 

The  President  and  his  cabinet  found  themselves  con¬ 
fronted  by  an  enormous  task.  It  was  neither  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  government  nor  the  formulation  of  new  policies, 
it  was  the  distribution  of  the  spoils.  For  four  years  the 
doors  of  the  government  departments  had  been  closed  to 
deserving  Democrats.  These  had  been  lean  years,  but  now* 
there  were  offices  worth  $50,000,000  a  year  to  be  distributed 
to  the  faithful,  and  the  faithful  were  on  hand.  Washing¬ 
ton  was  a  seething  mass  of  importunity.  From  all  por¬ 
tions  of  the  country  had  been  gathering  an  ever  increasing 
horde  of  office-seekers,  each  with  a  well-developed  sense  of 
capacity,  and  each  loaded  with  credentials.  Some  had 
definitely  in  mind  what  they  wanted — others  were  not  par¬ 
ticular,  willing  in  fact  to  take  anything.  Every  hotel  and 
boarding  house  was  filled,  every  ante-room  was  crowded, 
every  man  who  might  by  the  farthest  stretch  of  the  imagina¬ 
tion  be  conceived  to  have  influence  was  besieged  for  letters 
to  this  one  or  that;  the  newly-appointed  cabinet  members 
were  hounded  from  dawn  to  dark — and  after,  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  was  well-nigh  overwhelmed  by  the  multitude  who  daily 
sought  admission  to  the  Executive  Mansion  to  press  their 
claims  and  demonstrate  their  peculiar  fitness  for  serving  the 
Republic. 

Just  what  were  they  so  anxious  for?  The  stakes  were 
the  government  offices,  positions  so  numerous  that  a  list 
of  them  filled  over  one  thousand  octavo  pages.  But  in  spite 
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of  the  gross  amount  paid  in  salaries,  the  places  were  so 
numerous  that  only  a  relatively  small  proportion  netted  over 
two  thousand  dollars  annually.  The  stipends  were  about 
equal  to  or  less  than  those  paid  to  the  average  young  clerk 
or  book-keeper.  Besides  this  the  work  did  not  give  train¬ 
ing  for  anything  else,  the  tenure  was  insecure,  and  the  re¬ 
sult  was  that  generally  after  four  or  eight  years  of  struggle 
to  keep  alive  on  insufficient  money  in  an  unhealthful  climate, 
the  office  holder  was  turned  adrift  with  nothing,  unfit  for 
anything  else.1  Nevertheless  the  stream  poured  on  into- 
Washington  lured  by  the  tinsel  of  a  government  job. 

The  major  spoils,  however,  were  worth  something.  All 
the  offices,  with  the  exception  of  the  territorial  positions 
were  classified  under  the  seven  departments.  Under  the 
Secretary  of  State  were  an  assistant  secretary  and  chief 
clerk,  twelve  major  representatives  of  foreign  courts  whose 
salaries  were  $9,000,  fifteen  charges  d’affairs  each  receiv¬ 
ing  $4,500  and  one  commissioner  whose  pay  amounted  to 
$5,000.  Besides  there  were  numerous  consuls  and  minor 
diplomatic  offices. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  had  under  him  an  as¬ 
sistant  secretary,  chief  clerk,  two  comptrollers,  six  auditors, 
the  treasurer,  register  of  the  treasury,  solicitor  of  the 
treasury,  and  commissioner  of  customs  in  Washington, 
whose  salaries  ranged  around  $3,000.  Besides  there  were 
six  assistant  treasurers,  five  mint  directors  and  nearly  one 
thousand  revenue  officials  ranging  from  collectors  of  ports 
to  night  watchmen  at  the  customs  houses.  These  were  dis¬ 
tributed  among  the  states. 

The  Interior  Department  had  the  commissioners  of  pat¬ 
ents,  pensions  and  Indian  affairs,  and  the  superintendents  of 
the  census,  printing  and  land  office,  as  well  as  surveyors, 
registers,  receivers  of  the  public  lands,  and  many  agents. 

1 N.  Y.  Herald,  March  15,  1853. 
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The  War  and  Navy  had  few  plums  to  offer  but  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  had  the  district  attorneys  and  marshals 
as  well  as  the  district  judges  who  were  appointed  for  life. 
The  Post  Office  Department  was  the  bonanza  as  it  had 
three-quarters  of  the  whole  number  of  appointments.  In 
the  hands  of  the  administration  was  the  distribution  of  all 
these  jobs.  In  spite  of  the  large  number  of  offices  there 
were  many  more  applicants  than  could  possibly  be  accom¬ 
modated.  Consequently  many  difficult  problems  arose. 

Taking  care  of  most  of  the  horde  of  applicants,  though 
fatiguing,  was  not  difficult.  Their  papers  were  placed  on 
file  and  they  were  assured  that  they  would  receive  careful 
attention.  Thereupon  they  went  away,  the  great  majority 
to  wait  in  vain.  There  were  many  who  could  not  be  put  off 
thus.  Senators  and  Representatives  of  influence  had  poli¬ 
tical  debts  to  collect ;  some  of  these  creditors  were  most  im¬ 
portunate  in  their  demands  upon  the  administration  for 
patronage  to  their  friends.  Others  who  had  done  good 
service  in  electing  Pierce  must  be  rewarded.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  and  the  Cabinet  had  their  own  friends  whom  they 
wished  to  favor.  In  fact,  often  several  who  were  too 
powerful  to  be  brushed  aside  asked  for  the  same  thing. 
Thus  the  dispensers  of  patronage  tackled  the  task  with  the 
knowledge  that  for  every  friend  satisfied  the  adminstration 
would  make  ten  enemies. 

Pierce  previous  to  his  inauguration  had  determined  on 
his  policy  in  regard  to  the  patronage.  The  purpose  of  its 
manipulation  was  to  build  up  a  strong  party  organization 
which  would  not  only  ensure  continued  Democratic  success 
but  would  aid  Pierce’s  ambitions  for  1856.  The  Baltimore 
platform  of  1852  had  been  acquiesced  in  by  all  sections  of 
the  party,  and  from  this  harmony  had  come  victory.  To 
Pierce,  therefore,  it  seemed  the  obvious  and  practical  way 
to  declare  bygones  to  be  bygones,  to  ignore  all  past  dis- 
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tinctions,  and  to  require  only  that  appointees  should  have 
supported  this  platform.  In  other  words,  a  new  era  would 
foe  dated  from  June  6,  1852.  This  policy  he  had  presented 
to  the  members  of  his  cabinet  for  approval  before  sending 
in  their  names  to  the  Senate,  and  had  announced  it  publicly 
in  his  inaugural  address.1 

With  this  general  rule  the  Administration  attacked  the 
problem.  It  was  immediately  decided  that  the  large  offices 
at  the  capital  were  to  be  distributed  as  equally  as  possible 
among  the  various  sections.  Each  member  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  was  to  look  after  his  special  friends  and  the  patron¬ 
age  in  his  state,2  while  the  remainder  of  the  offices  through¬ 
out  the  states  was  to  be  left  to  the  Democratic  Senators  and 
Representatives  concerned; 3  if  there  were  no  Democrats  in 
Congress  from  any  state  the  local  leaders  or  national  com¬ 
mitteemen  had  the  privilege  of  making  the  necessary  recom¬ 
mendations.4  This  system  was  worked  out  by  the  presi¬ 
dent  and  cabinet  in  their  frequent  meetings  during  the  first 
months  of  the  administration — in  all  this  time  little  else 
but  patronage  business  was  transacted.5  Meanwhile  many 
were  on  the  anxious  seat  and  the  press  was  filled  with 
rumors.  The  Compromise  Union  Democrats  felt  that  now 
was  the  day  of  their  harvest  when  their  steadfast  loyalty 
would  receive  a  fitting  reward. 


1  In  this  policy  of  lookng  no  further  back  may  perhaps  be  seen  the 
hand  of  Caleb  Cushng,  who  had  been  most  intimate  with  the  President¬ 
elect  during  this  formative  period.  He  had  been  of  many  groups  and 
only  by  starting  anew  could  he  have  regular  standing. 

2  Marcy’s  papers  reveal  the  fact  that  nearly  every  one  of  his  close 
friends  and  frequent  correspondents  received  an  office.  Also  see  James 
Guthrie  to  Joseph  Holt,  circa  June,  1853,  Holt  MSS.  for  a  description 
of  how  each  state  was  allotted  a  certain  number  of  each  class  of  office. 
H.  B.  Stanton  to  Marcy,  April  16,  1853,  Marcy  to  H.  B.  Stanton,  May 
2,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

3  Illinois  State  Register,  June  9,  1853;  Parish,  G.  W.  I  ones,  p.  186. 

4  D.  A.  Smalley  to  Marcy,  March  22,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

6 A.  Y.  Herald,  April  22,  1853;  Curtis,  Buchanan,  vol.  ii,  p.  81. 
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On  the  fifteenth  of  March  the  Boston  appointments  were 
published.  Peaslee,  the  close  friend  of  the  President,  was 
made  collector  of  the  port,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  he  was 
from  New  Hampshire;  Hallett  and  Greene  respectively  be¬ 
came  district  attorney  and  naval  officer.1  Also  the  Presi¬ 
dent  s  intimate  friend,  N.  G.  Upham,  was  made  claims  com¬ 
missioner,  under  the  Treaty  of  1853  with  Great  Britain, 
and  Marcy’s  chief  aide,  J.  A.  Thomas,  was  appointed  soli¬ 
citor  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  before  this  commission.2 
The  President's  friend  and  biographer,  Hawthorne,  be¬ 
came  consul  at  Liverpool. 

Political  service  and  friendship,  however,  were  not  to  be 
the  only  criteria.  Peter  G.  Washington,  who  had  worked 
himself  up  from  an  $800  clerk  to  Sixth  Auditor  of  the 
Treasury,  was  made  Assistant  Secretary.  Selah  R.  Hobbie, 
long  Assistant  Postmaster-General,  was  reappointed,  and 
John  Randolph  Clay  and  Theodore  S.  Fay,  who  had  both 
been  in  the  diplomatic  service  under  Whig  and  Democratic 
administrations  became  Minister  to  Peru  and  Charge  to 
Switzerland  respectively.3  J.  D.  B.  DeBow,  editor  of  De- 
Bow’ s  Review  was  made  Superintendent  of  the  Census.4 
John  Wilson,  a  Whig,  was  retained  as  Commissioner  of  the 
Land  Office  because  of  long  and  efficient  service.  This  was 
done  at  the  earnest  solicitation  of  Senators  Cass,  Downs  and 
Gwin,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  Willis  A.  Gorman,  a  pro¬ 
minent  Hoosier  Democrat,  wanted  it.5 

These  appointments  were  all  measurably  satisfactory,  but 
the  first  cloud  appeared  on  the  horizon  when  John  A.  Camp- 


1  Washington  Union,  March  15,  19,  1855. 

2  Washington  Union,  March  25,  1853 ;  State  Capital  Reporter,  March 

29,  1853- 

3  New  Orleans  Weekly  Delta,  March  27,  April  10,  1853;  New  York 
Herald,  March  16,  1853. 

4  Washington  Union,  March  16,  1853- 

5  New  Orleans  Weekly  Delta,  April  10,  1853- 
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bell  of  Alabama,  a  prominent  states  rights  advocate,  was 
appointed  to  a  vacancy  on  the  Supreme  Court.  This  was 
considered  by  the  unionists  as  a  blow  which  was  hardly 
softened  by  the  appointment  of  John  Slidell,  one  of  their 
number,  to  the  Central  American  mission.1  All  these  ap¬ 
pointments,  made  between  March  8  and  April  1,  were  con¬ 
firmed  by  the  Senate  with  no  opposition. 

During  the  time  in  which  these  less  important  selections 
had  been  made  the  President  and  Cabinet  were  struggling1 
with  appointments  in  the  important  states  wherein  there 
was  schism,  New  York,  Pennsylvania  and  Louisiana.  The 
purpose  of  the  administration  was  to  heal  these  breaches 
and  create  an  unified  party.  After  much  arranging  and 
rearranging  the  completed  slate  was  made  public,  March  29. 
In  New  York  Dickinson,  leader  of  the  hards  was  made 
collector  while  Dix,  prominent  barnburner,  became  sub¬ 
treasurer,  and  Redfield,  soft,  was  appointed  naval  officer;  of 
the  nine  important  offices  each  faction  had  three.2  This 
arrangement  was  acquiesced  in  by  the  moderates  of  all 
three  branches,  but  Dickinson  complicated  matters  by  de¬ 
clining,3  and  in  the  Senate  there  was  trouble.  Certain 
hunkers  and  southerners  were  so  opposed  to  Dix’s  free 
soil  antecedents  that  Bright  of  Indiana,  Brodhead  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  Rusk  of  Texas,  Atchison  of  Missouri,  Mason  of 
Virginia,  Butler  of  South  Carolina,  Thompson  of  New* 
Jersey,  all  voted  against  the  administration,  scarcely  a 
month  after  its  inauguration.4  Neverthelesss  Dix  was  con- 

1N.  Y.  Herald ,  March  22,  1853;  Washington  Union,  April  r,  1853. 
Slidell  refused  the  place.  He  wished  a  mission  in  Europe,  Slidell  to 
Buchanan,  Sept.  25,  1852,  Buchanan  MSS. 

2  Washington  Union,  April  3,  1853.  See  Marcy  MSS.  for  an  idea  of 
the  difficulty  of  coming  to  an  agreement  especially  when  Marcps 
friends  expected  all  the  good  positions. 

3  J.  A.  Thomas  to  Marcy,  April  12,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. ;  N.  Y.  Herald, 
April  1,  1853. 

4  Washington  Union,  April  12,  1853. 
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firmed  and  Greene  C.  Bronson,  another  hard,  was  made 
collector.  Peace  seemed  to  reign  once  more  in  the  Empire 
State. 

In  Pennsylvania  the  appointments  were  generally  satis¬ 
factory  though  Buchanan  complained  that  all  whom  he  had 
recommended  had  been  turned  down.1  In  Louisiana  the 
factions,  headed  by  Slidell  and  Soule,  each  received  half  of 
the  offices  and  Soule  himself,  at  Davis’  suggestion  and 
over  Marcy’s  protest,  was  sent  as  minister  to  the  Court  of 
Spain.2 

No  sooner  had  these  three  troublesome  problems  been 
solved  when  it  became  necessary  to  take  up  the  question  of 
the  diplomatic  service.  These  appointments  had  been  laid 
aside  for  the  time  being  partly  because  the  domestic  patron¬ 
age  required  so  much  attention  and  partly  because  the  terms 
of  the  diplomats  did  not  begin  until  July  I.3  The  desire  of 
the  administration  to  obtain  Cuba  was  well-known,  and  the 
first  thought  was  given  to  the  selection  of  ministers  to  Eng¬ 
land,  France  and  Spain  by  whom  the  negotiations  would 
have  to  be  conducted.  Acording  to  the  usually  well-in¬ 
formed  New  York  Herald,  as  early  as  March  12  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  Cabinet  had  decided  to  give  these  missions  to 
Pennsylvania,  New  York  and  Louisiana.  In  reality  some¬ 
time  after  Pierce  had  found  it  undersirable  to  appoint  John 
A.  Dix  to  the  cabinet  he  had  offered  him  the  French  mis¬ 
sion.  However,  the  appointment  was  not  announced  and 
Pierce  did  not  communicate  further  with  Dix.4  Soule  was 


1 N.  Y.  Herald,  March  30,  1853;  Buchanan  to  James  Campbell,  March 
31,  1853,  Buchanan  MS'S. 

*  New  Orleans  Weekly  Delta,  May  x,  1853.  Upon  Soule’s  appointment 
and  resignation  from  the  Senate  Slidell  was  elected  to  that  body. 
Solon  Borland,  iSenator  from  Arkansas,  received  Slidell’s  declined 
Central  American  mission.  Slidell  to  Buchanan,  Mar.  30,  1853,  Buchanan 
MSiS. ;  N.  Y.  Herald,  Apr.  9,  1853,  Washington  Union,  Apr.  23,  1853; 
Dodd,  Jefferson  Davis,  p.  137. 

3  N.  Y.  Herald,  May  3,  1853* 
iDix,  Memoirs,  vol.  i,  p.  273. 
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chosen  for  the  Spanish  mission.  His  foreign  connections, 
his  knowledge  of  Europe,  his  ardent  desire  for  Cuba  and 
his  negotiations  in  Spain  in  1846  made  him  seem  well-fitted 
for  the  task.1  Then  Pierce  offered  the  British  post  to 
Buchanan  as  an  expert  in  foreign  affairs.  The  latter  was 
not  anxious  to  accept  the  position.  It  was  an  onorous  and 
expensive  duty.  Also  it  would  make  more  ill-feeling  in  the 
Pennsylvania  ranks;  this  was  undesirable  especially  if  he 
had  any  hopes  of  1856.  Pennsylvania  already  had  the 
Postmaster-Generalship  and  if  the  British  Mission  also  was 
ci  edited  to  the  patronage  account  of  that  state  there  would 
be  no  other  jobs  for  Keystone  politicians.  Buchanan  would 
be  accused  of  keeping  many  of  his  followers  from  office  by 
accepting  one  himself.  After  a  conference  at  Washington 
this  difficulty  was  straightened  out.  Pierce  assured  Buch¬ 
anan  that  he  was  chosen  from  the  nation  at  large  and  his 
acceptance  would  deprive  none  of  the  deserving  Democrats 
in  Pennsylvania  of  office.  After  Soule’s  confirmation  on 
April  7  the  Senate  which  had  been  in  special  session  decided 
to  adjourn,  but  at  Buchanan’s  urgent  request — he  was 
averse  to  sailing  to  England  without  having  his  appoint¬ 
ment  ratified — the  President  notified  enough  senators  to 
wait  over  until  April  11.  On  that  day  Buchanan’s  nomina¬ 
tion  was  confirmed."  From  this  date  nothing  more  was 
announced  until  May  24.  Then  the  complete  list  appeared. 
It  was  apparent  that  Virginia  had  carried  off  the  lion’s 
share.  Pierce  could  not  forget  her  influence  in  nominat¬ 
ing  him.  Upon  the  recommendation  of  John  Y.  Mason, 
Henry  A.  Wise  and  others  to  whom  Pierce  felt  especially 
indebted,  Henry  Bedinger  had  been  appointed  minister  to 
Denmark,  Richard  K.  Meade,  charge  to  Sardinia,  Shelton 

1 N.  H.  Statesman,  Dec.  12,  1852. 

Curtis,  Buchanan,  vol.  ii,  pp.  76-92  passim ;  Buchanan,  Works,  vol. 
viii,  pp.  493-512  passim. 
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K.  Leake,  commissioner  to  the  Sandwich  Islands,  Robert 
G.  Scott,  author  of  the  famous  Scott  letter,  consul  at  Rio 
Janiero,  and  B.  Jennings  Wise,  son  of  Henry  A.  Wise, 
secretary  of  the  legation  at  Berlin.1  The  President  had 
also  made  diplomats  of  several  of  his  friends.  Thomas  N. 
Seymour,  Governor  of  Connecticut,  and  William  H.  Bis- 
sell,  members  of  congress  from  Illinois,  former  army  asso¬ 
ciates  in  Mexico,  were  appointed  respectively  minister  to 
Russia  and  charge  to  Argentine,  while  Charles  L.  Wood¬ 
bury  was  made  charge  to  Bolivia.2  Robert  Dale  Owen  at 
the  instance  of  the  Indiana  delegation  was  appointed  charge 
to  the  Two  Sicilies  largely,  it  was  said,  to  free  the  De¬ 
mocratic  organization  of  Indiana  from  him  and  his  soc¬ 
ialistic  views.8  August  Belmont,  too,  got  his  reward.  As 
soon  as  the  election  was  over  he  persuaded  many  of  his 
friends  to  bespeak  for  him  the  chargeship  at  Naples — he 
urged  that  his  relationship  with  certain  members  of  the 
Spanish  and  Neopolitan  governments  would  give  him  the 
inside  track  in  negotiations  for  Cuba.  Buchanan,  Slidell 
and  Peaslee  backed  him  strongly,  the  latter  disclosing  to 
Pierce  and  Marcy  that  when  the  campaign  committee  had 
been  almost  without  funds  during  the  last  election,  Belmont 
had  contributed  a  large  sum.  These  arguments  had  their 
weight  and  while  not  appointed  to  Naples  he  was  made 
charge  to  Holland  which  was  quite  as  satisfactory  to  him.4 


1  John  Y.  Mason  to  Marcy,  Mar.  10,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.  Wise  to 
Buchanan,  Mar.  19,  April  9,  24,  May  2,  11,  1853,  Buchanan  MBS., 
Buchanan  to  Wise,  June  1,  1853,  Buchanan  MSB’.  (L.  C.).  Tyler, 
Times  of  the  Tylers’,  vol.  ii,  p.  504*  Wise  had  been  summoned  to 
Washington  and  offered  a  full  mission.  He  decided  he  couldn’t  afford 
it  and  recommended  Buchanan,  meanwhile  earnestly  desiring  a  place 
for  his  son. 

2  Philadelphia  Public  Ledger,  May  28,  1853. 

s  R.  D.  Owen  to  N.  P.  Trist,  July  7,  1852,  Trist  MSB.,  N.  Y.  Herald, 
Nov.  6,  1853. 

‘August  Belmont  to  Geo.  N.  Sanders,  Mar.  21,  18531,  Sanders  MSB. 
Buchanan  to  Marcy,  Mar.  8,  1853,  P.  M.  Wetmore  to  Marcy,  April  6, 
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At  the  earnest  instance  of  Howell  Cobb,  the  most  prominent 
southern  union  Democrat,  Henry  R.  Jackson  of  Georgia 
was  made  charge  to  Austria.1  The  rest  of  the  billets  were 
distributed  among  the  states  with  some  attempt  at  equitable 
apportionment.  It  was  significant  that  no  appointment  was 
made  to  the  French  court  in  spite  of  Pierce’s  offer  to  Dix. 

Having  disposed  of  most  of  the  patronage  it  was  found 
that  as  usual  the  party  organ  needed  attention.  The  Wash¬ 
ington  Union  was  never  in  a  satisfactory  condition.  Arm¬ 
strong  was  financing  it  and  Charles  Eames  and  Roger  A. 
Pryor  were  editing  it  after  a  fashion.  Pierce  suggested  that 
his  friend,  A.  O.  P.  Nicholson  of  Tennessee,  take  over 
Donelson’s  share  of  the  concern.  This  was  arranged  and 
about  July  1  Nicholson  settled  down  to  edit  the  paper  2  and 
reap  the  rewards  of  the  government  printing.3 

Thus  the  healing  balm  of  the  patronage  had  been  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  wounds  of  the  Democracy,  the  organ  had  been 
tuned.  Calhoun  once  remarked  on  the  “  cohesive  power  of 
the  public  plunder  ”. 


1853,  Isaac  Townsend  to  Marcy,  C.  W.  Lawrence  to  Marcy,  R.  Withers 
to  Marcy,  April  6,  1853,  C.  H.  Peaslee  to  Marcy,  May  9,  1853,  W.  J. 
Staples  to  Marcy,  Nov.  26,  183.2,  Marcy  MISS.,  Belmont  to  Buchanan, 
Nov.  22,  1832,  Jan.  28,  1833,  Mar.  7,  April  22,  May  28,  Buchanan  MSS. 

1  Howell  Cobb  to  Marcy,  April  25,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.  Henry  K. 
Jackson  to  Marcy,  June  1,  18 53,  ibid. 

2  Pryor  had  been  forced  out  because  of  an  editorial  lauding  the 
Czar  which  would  never  do  in  a  democracy  and  Nicholson  soon  forced 
out  Eames  who  received  the  chargeship  to  Venezuela  as  solace.  Nichol¬ 
son  had  as  his  assistant  Harvey  Watterson  of  Tennessee.  Nashville 
Union,  Mar.  8,  1853;  Memphis  Daily  Eagle  and  Enquirer,  Mar.  19,  1833  ; 
N.  Y.  Herald,  June  17,  25,  July  1,  1853;  Indiana  Daily  State  Sentinel, 
June  23,  1833,  Phila.  Public  Ledger,  May  3,  Nov.  22,  1853;  Henry 
Watterson  to  the  author,  June  15,  1921;  Pryor,  Reminiscences  of  Peace 
and  War,  pp.  15  and  16;  Nicholson  to  Pierce,  Mar.  27  and  June  3, 
1837  Pierce  MSS. 

8  Nicholson  received  $123,300  for  the  Congressional  printing  alone  dur¬ 
ing  the  next  two  years — as  well  as  many  fees  for  miscellaneous  govern¬ 
ment  printing.  A  great  deal  of  this  was  clear  profit.  Official  Register, 
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CHAPTER  XIII 


The  Cohesive  Power  of  the  Public  Plunder 

The  policy  of  the  administration  soon  bore  fruit.  It 
was  of  a  different  variety  than  had  been  expected.  Pro¬ 
tests  came  from  the  south.  In  that  section  the  Union  De¬ 
mocrats  such  as  Cobb,  Downs,  Clemens,  and  Foote  had  ex¬ 
pected  to  receive  the  lion’s  share.  But  John  A.  Campbell 
had  been  appointed  to  the  highest  tribunal  of  the  nation  and 
Soule,  Borland,  Gadsden  and  Trousdale  had  been  offered 
foreign  missions.  These  men  were  an  offense  unto  all 
Compromise  supporters — they  were  secessionists.  Editor¬ 
ials  appeared  in  the  union  papers  and  protesting  letters  were 
sent  to  Washington.  The  President  was  accused  of  throw¬ 
ing  overboard  the  Baltimore  platform  of  1852,  of  giving 
the  union  men  the  principles  and  the  states  rights  men  the 
spoils.1  The  Union  countered  with  the  statement  that 
union  men  such  as  Slidell  and  Jackson  had  been  named  to 
important  posts,  and  that  the  state  officers  had  been  divided 
evenly;  as  for  Soule,  Gadsden,  Trousdale,  Borland — their 
eminent  fitness  put  them  above  politics.2  The  truth  of  the 
matter  was  that  the  administration  considered  this  union 
party  in  the  south  to  be  largely  Whig;  this  was  true,  and 

1  Philadelphia  Public  Ledger,  April  12,  1853  ;  Mobile  Daily  Advertiser, 
Mar.  26,  April  10,  May  18,  1853;  Natchez  Courier,  Mar.  31,  April  14, 
April  15,  April  29,  1853;  N.  Y.  Herald,  June  3,  27,  1853;  Howell  Cobb 
to  Marcy,  April  25,  H.  K.  Jackson  to  Marcy,  June  1,  G.  W.  Jones  to 
Marcy,  May  19,  Geo.  S.  Houston  to  Marcy,  July  9,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.; 
New  Hampshire  Patriot,  June  15,  1853- 

2  Washington  Union,  June  25,  1853. 
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consequently  as  the  large  majority  of  the  party  in  the  south 
belonged  to  the  southern  rights  group,  Pierce,  in  his  policy 
of  forgetting  the  past,  naturally  gave  the  most  to  the  larger 
group.1  Some  unionists,  like  G.  W.  Jones  of  Tennessee, 
underestimating  the  talents  of  such  men  as  Soule  solaced 
themselves  with  the  thought  that  all  these  fire-eaters  would 
do  less  harm  abroad  than  in  the  Senate.2  Cobb,  too,  re¬ 
mained  faithful,  extinguishing  a  move  to  revive  the  Union 
party.3  He,  however,  wrote  some  strong  letters  to  Wash¬ 
ington.  His  eye  was  on  the  future,  the  United  States 
Senate  and  higher,  places  afforded  only  to  those  who  re¬ 
mained  regular.  The  action  of  these  leaders,  however,  was 
not  sufficient  to  stop  the  charges  that  the  administration 
had  deserted  Cobb,  Foote  and  Clemens  and  that  it  was  trait¬ 
orous  to  the  cause. 

In  the  north  the  hunkers  were  wroth.  Dix  was  in  the 
sub-treasury  in  New  York  City.  Ex-free-soilers  received 
office  in  New  England.  Douglas  and  the  Illinois  delega¬ 
tion  had  nominated  an  ex-free-soil  advocate  for  district 
attorney  and  the  northern  Illinois  appointments  had  been 
made  from  the  friends  of  John  Wentworth,  a  notorious 
anti-slavery  man.4  These  selections  proved  to  the  conser¬ 
vative  southern  Democracy  that  Pierce  was  pushing  aside 
the  Baltimore  platform  and  welcoming  the  free-soil  element. 
This  cry  was  echoed  in  the  south  and  Compromise  papers 
declared  that  the  President  was  forming  a  coalition  of 
free  soil  and  states  rights  men  and  was  leaving  his  union 
supporters  out  in  the  cold.5  Men  like  Buchanan  began  to 


1  N.  O.  Weekly  Delta,  May  1,  1853. 

5  G.  W.  Jones  to  Marcy,  May  17,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 
s  Wash.  Union,  May  1,  1853,  Cobb  to  Marcy,  April  23,  Marcy  MSS. 

4  Weekly  Alton  Telegraph,  April  29,  1853;  Mobile  Daily  Advertiser, 
May  6,  1853;  Cole,  Centennial  Hist,  of  III.,  vol.  iii,  p.  112. 

5  Mobile  Daily  Advertiser,  May  13,  1853. 
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believe  that  in  this  way  Pierce  was  attempting  to  build  up 
a  machine  to  manufacture  his  second  nomination.1  In  all 
probability  there  was  no  thought  of  such  a  coalition.  Pierce 
was  steadfastly  ignoring  past  schism. 

In  the  west  some  felt  that  their  section  was  not  receiving 
its  share  of  the  plums,  and  a  comparison  of  the  numbers 
allotted  to  the  various  sections  shows  upon  what  grounds 
that  was  founded.2  In  Indiana  the  Democracy  was  torn  in 
two;  Governor  Wright  and  Senator  Pettit  were  disputing 
state  leadership  with  Senator  Bright.  The  Wright-Pettit 
forces  found  their  recommendations  ignored  and  declared 
that  Bright  and  the  hunkers  had  the  presidential  ear;  even 
so.  Bright  was  disaffected  because,  so  the  Union  claimed, 
a  recommendation  of  his  had  been  ignored,  and  he  had 
already  bolted  Dix.3  In  Ohio,  the  war  between  the  “  Mia- 
mis  ”  (barnburners)  and  “  Sawbucks  ”  (hunkers)  led  by 
Samuel  Medary  and  ex-Governor  Allen  respectively,  was 
bitter  and  the  hunkers  declared  that  the  appointments  were 
controlled  by  their  opponents.4  In  Illinois,  the  hunkers  de¬ 
clared  that  Douglas  had  sold  out  to  Wentworth  and  had 
recommended  free  soilers.  Douglas  and  Shields,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  two  senators,  had  almost  threatened  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  get  a  foreign  mission  for  an  Illinois  man, 
David  L.  Gregg,  and  then  succeeded  in  obtaining  it  only 
after  the  place  had  been  declined  by  a  Virginian.  Also 

'Buchanan  to  Wise,  June  1,  1853,  Buchanan  MSS.  (L.  €.)  ;  Curtis, 
Buchanan,  vol.  ii,  p.  80. 

*  F.  J.  Grund  to  Marcy,  April  9,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.;  Indiana  Daily 
State  Sentinel,  March  29,  April  9,  1853. 

3  John  Pettit  to  Marcy,  Mar.,  1853,  April  18,  1853,  W.  J.  Brown  to 
Marcy,  April  16,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. ;  New  Orleans  Weekly  Delta,  May 

8,  1853. 

‘Wm.  Trevitt  to  Marcy,  May  10,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.;  New  Orleans 
Weekly  Delta,  April  10,  1853;  N.  Y.  Herald,  July  21,  1853. 
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Douglas  had  failed  to  get  a  relative  a  job.  Apparently  cer¬ 
tain  leaders  in  the  West  were  none  too  well  satisfied.1 

This  discontent  seemed  to  have  little  apparent  effect  dur¬ 
ing  the  spring.  The  party  was  markedly  successful  in  the 
spring  elections  in  New  Hampshire,  Connecticut,  South 
Carolina,  Rhode  Island,  Louisiana  and  Virginia.  Thirty- 
one  Democratic  Congressmen  were  elected  as  compared  with 
one  Whig,  a  net  gain  of  eight.2  So  far  there  had  been 
only  protest,  but  signs  of  revolt  were  becoming  ominous. 

The  first  real  outbreak  came  from  the  President’s  own 
state.  Here  the  Concord  “  Regency  ”  had  been  getting  the 
offices.  Atherton  was  Senator,  Peaslee,  collector  of  the 
port  of  Boston,  George,  District  Attorney.  Burke,  on  the 
other  hand,  had  received  no  mark  of  appreciation  of  his 
services  in  the  convention  and  his  faction,  the  “  Old 
Guard  had  been  neglected.  Besides  the  President  was 
careless  about  the  antecedents  of  the  men  whom  he  ap¬ 
pointed,  he  did  not  inquire  as  to  whether  they  had  been 
free-soilers  or  not.  During  his  campaign  for  Pierce’s 
nomination  Burke  had  repeatedly  declared  that  Pierce  was 
“  national  ”  and  untainted  by  “  free-soilism  ”,  and  now 
greatly  to  Burke's  chagrin  he  was  abandoning  this  national 
ground  and  appointing  sectional  men.  This  policy  seemed 
to  Burke  to  be  a  direct  repudiation  of  the  pledges  made  for 
Pierce  by  his  friends.  He  was  not  a  man  to  accept  this 
repudiation  without  a  struggle.  When  the  state  convention 
met  June  9,  1853,  Burke  was  made  president  of  that  body 
and  chairman  of  the  committee  on  resolutions.  He  took 
the  opportunity  then  afforded  him  to  drop  “  a  gentle  hint 

1  Alton  Weekly  Telegraph,  April  29,  1853;  S.  A.  Douglas  to  Marcy, 
March  10,  undated,  James  Shields  to  Marcy,  June  7,  July  16,  1853, 
Marcy  MlSS. ;  'Cole,  op.  cit.,  p.  112. 

1 Whig  Almanac,  1854;  Washington  Union,  June  7,  1853,  the  figures 
in  the  Union  are  incorrect. 
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to  the  President  ”  of  the  inadvisability  of  putting  too  many 
free  soilers  in  office.  This  “  gentle  hint  ”  consisted  of  a 
resolution  rebuking  Pierce  for  his  neglect  of  the  truly 
national  Democrats  and  his  appointment  of  coalitionists. 
The  sharpness  of  this  article  was  softened  but  it  was  passed 
and  remained  to  be  alluded  to  by  the  President’s  opponents. 
The  legislature  tried  to  nullify  this  action  by  passing  a  re¬ 
solution  endorsing  Pierce  but  the  Old  Guard  succeeded  in 
keeping  out  of  it  any  mention  of  appointments.  Then 
began  an  abusive  newspaper  controversy  between  Butter¬ 
field’s  New,  Hampshire  Patriot,  the  organ  of  the  regency, 
and  a  rival  paper,  friendly  to  Burke,  known  as  the  State 
Capitol  Reporter.  Recriminations  were  exchanged  con¬ 
tinuously.  Pierce’s  friends  were  openly  branded  as  free 
soilers,  tainted  with  actual  corruption  and  were  shown  to 
be  closely  connected  with  the  rising  railroad  corporations 
as  their  counsel.  On  the  other  hand,  Burke  was  charged 
with  being  a  disappointed,  unfaithful  and  even  dishonest 
“  sorehead  ”.  From  August  to  October  Burke  edited  a 
page  of  the  State  Capitol  Reporter  called  the  “  Old  Guard 
Therein  he  laid  bare  some  of  the  details  of  Pierce’s  nomina¬ 
tion  and  also  successfully  refuted  the  charge  that  he  had 
been  disloyal.  This  whole  matter  did  no  immediate  harm 
to  the  party  in  that  state ;  the  vote  remained  about  the  same. 
It  did  strengthen  animosities  which  were  to  bear  fruit  in 
the  coming  years  and  aid  the  ruin  of  a  strong  organization. 
Nationally  the  controversy  was  much  copied  in  factional 
and  Whig  papers  so  that  Pierce  himself  showed  up  in  a 
bad  light  as  a  leader;  altogether  it  was  damaging  to  his 
national  prestige.1 

Elsewhere  a  more  disastrous  storm  was  breaking.  New 

1  New  Hampshire  State  Capitol  Reporter  and  New  Hampshire  Patriot, 
Tune-Nov.,  1853;  New  York  Herald,  July  3,  1853;  N.  Y.  Times,  July 

1,  1853- 
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York,  the  scene  of  schism  and  reunion,  reunion  and  schism 
since  the  days  of  George  Clinton,  was  about  to  become 
again  a  field  of  battle.  Pierce  and  Marcy  felt  that  when, 
the  New  York  slate  was  appointed  and  confirmed  trouble 
in  the  Empire  State  among  hards,  softs  and  barnburners 
would  be  amicably  settled  to  the  satisfaction  of  all.  But 
the  consequences  of  two  decades  of  bitter  political  strife 
could  not  be  averted  by  the  distribution  of  offices. 

The  hards  refused  to  accept  this  as  a  solution,  and 
Dickinson  declined  the  remunerative  post  of  collector  of 
the  port.  He  made  Augustus  Schell  his  candidate  1  but  the 
place  was  given  to  another  hard,  Greene  C.  Bronson.2 
This  was  done  with  the  approbation  of  the  softs  3  and 
Bronson  was  “  instructed  ”  by  the  administration  to  give 
equal  recognition  in  his  appointments  to  all  factions.  This 
fact  was  semi-officially  announced  in  articles  in  the  W ash- 
ington  Union  and  the  New  York  Evening  Post  by  John  L. 
O’Sullivan,  barnburner  and  disciple  of  “Young  America”, 
who  acted  as  the  special  go-between  for  the  President  and 
the  New  York  leaders  of  his  denomination.4  At  the  same 
time,  however,  Marcy  wrote  Bronson  that  he  would  in  no 
wise  interfere  with  his  appointments  or  make  recommen¬ 
dations.5  Under  these  circumstances  the  collector’s  office 
was  occupied  by  a  nervous,  crotchety  old  man  with  a  bad 
cough  who,  it  was  predicted,  would  be  the  horror  of  business 
men.6  As  Cochran,  a  barnburner,  was  surveyor  of  the 
port,  it  was  desired  that  there  should  be  cooperation  between 

1  Thomas  to  Marcy,  April  8,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

5  N.  Y.  Herald,  April  9,  1853. 

3  Thomas  to  Marcy,  April  9,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

4  Tilden  to  Marcy,  June  21,  John  Van  Buren  to  Marcy,  Oct.  17,  1853, 
ibid. 

6  Marcy  to  Bronson,  April  21,  1853,  ibid. 

6  Tilden  to  Marcy,  Apr.  9,  Thomas  to  Marcy,  May  17,  1853,  ibid. 
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Bronson  and  himself  in  the  filling  of  the  several  hundred 
offices  at  their  disposal.  Bronson,  however,  was  otherwise 
minded  and  late  in  June  sent  his  list  to  the  secretary  of 
the  treasury  for  approval  without  submitting  it  to  Cochran, 
although  the  latter  had  sent  Bronson  his  slate,  approved  by 
the  barnburners,  accompanied  by  O’Sullivan’s  article  as  a 
tactful  reminder.1  Marcy  was  flooded  with  complaints. 
Cagger,  a  prominent  barnburner  of  Albany,  wrote  that 
none  of  that  group  had  been  appointed  by  Bronson.2  Fer¬ 
nando  Wood,  soon  to  be  notorious,  at  that  time  a  powerful 
soft  politician  in  New  York  'City,  wrote  that  the  barnbur¬ 
ners  and  hards  were  being  appointed  by  Cochran  and  Bron¬ 
son  respectively,  but  that  the  soft  group  was  nowhere.  He 
threatened  to  let  the  administrations,  national  and  state, 
look  elsewhere  for  their  city  support  unless  he  was  accom¬ 
modated.3  Besides,  New  York  City  and  the  Custom  House 
were  not  the  only  seats  of  discontent.4  There  was  bad  feel¬ 
ing  in  the  legislature. 

Controversy  over  the  enlargement  of  the  state’s  canal 
system  had  been  going  on  for  many  years.  The  barn¬ 
burners  favored  a  strictly  economic,  pay-as-you-go  policy, 
while  the  hards  were  for  a  more  extravagant  expenditure 
involving  the  mortgaging  of  future  revenue.  The  judg¬ 
ing  of  a  canal  act  unconstitutional  by  the  Court  of  Appeals 
made  some  new  legislation  necessary,  but  the  usual  course 
of  the  legislative  session  of  1853  had  gone  by  with  a  dead- 

1  Til  den  to  Marcy,  June  21,  Cochrane  to  Marcy,  June  22,  1853,  ibid. 

5  Cagger  to  Marcy,  June  27,  1853,  ibid. 

3  Wood  to  Marcy,  July  1,  1853,  ibid. 

‘Gov.  Seymour  later  claimed  that  Bronson  had  been  willing  to  co¬ 
operate  until  Sec.  Guthrie  had  decided  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the 
fees  of  his  office  but  only  to  the  salary.  This  financial  cut  from 
$25,000  to  $6,000  was  too  much  for  Bronson’s  loyalty.  Seymour  to 
Marcy,  Oct.  24,  1853,  ibid. 
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lock  and  no  action.  Consequently  it  was  necessary  for 
Governor  Seymour  to  reconvene  the  legislature  in  May. 
The  legislation  he  then  recommended  was  a  compromise 
between  the  position  of  the  barnburners  and  the  hards. 
This  was  staunchly  supported  by  the  barnburner-soft  com¬ 
bination  and  was  of  such  a  character  as  really  to  rob  the 
hards  of  any  ground  for  opposition.  If  some  new  issue 
was  not  found  the  hards  felt  that  there  would  no  longer 
be  any  ground  for  them  to  take  in  a  battle  with  the  softs 
for  leadership  of  the  party.  Therefore  in  order  to  create 
the  needed  issue,  the  hards  dragged  in  national  politics.1 

In  the  regular  session  a  series  of  three  resolutions  con¬ 
gratulating  Pierce  upon  his  inaugural  had  been  introduced 
by  the  hards.  These  resolutions  were  phrased  in  a  manner 
as  distasteful  as  possible  to  the  barnburners.  They  speci¬ 
fically  approved  of  that  part  of  Pierce’s  address  which 
spoke  for  the  acquisition  of  Cuba  and  congratulated  the 
President  on  his  statement  that  the  Constitution  recognized 
slavery,  that  the  Compromise  of  1850  was  constitutional 
and  that  the  Fugitive  Slave  Act  must  be  enforced.  The 
resolutions  specifically  pledged  New  York  to  aid  in  execut¬ 
ing  all  laws  including  the  obnoxious  act.  Because  of  their 
peculiar  character  these  propositions  had  been  allowed  to 
slumber  in  committee.  But  on  June  30  when  the  canal 
bills  had  been  disposed  of  and  the  session  was  about  to  ad¬ 
journ,  an  opportunity  was  seized.  Many  of  the  barn¬ 
burners  were  absent  so  a  combination  of  hards  and  Whigs 
called  these  resolutions  from  committee  and  hoped  to  pass 
them  after  they  had  forced  the  barnburners  to  vote  against 
or  swallow  them.  The  result  was  not  as  was  expected. 
The  barnburners  all  voted  for  the  first  two  resolutions  and 

1  Whit  ford,  N.  E.,  History  of  the  Canal  System  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  vol.  i,  pp.  201-210;  Marcy  MSS.,  passim,  N.  Y.  Times,  June 
1,  1853. 
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only  four  balked  at  pledging  aid  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
Fugitive  Slave  Act.  However,  as  thirty-one  barnburners 
were  absent  or  had  failed  to  vote,  the  hards  claimed  that 
they  had  bolted  and  were  as  unsound  as  ever  on  national 
questions.  To  disprove  this  the  barnburners  introduced  a 
series  of  resolutions  the  next  day.  These  condemned 
sectionalism,  affirmed  the  Baltimore  platform  and  congratu¬ 
lated  the  President  upon  his  inaugural  and  the  spirit  of  his 
administration.  On  July  8  this  set  was  triumphantly  pas¬ 
sed  and  again  the  hards  had  failed.1  But  the  breach  was 
deeper. 

This  fight  was  made  more  bitter  because  the  hards  de¬ 
clared  that  the  administration  was  discriminating  against 
them.  Congressmen  of  their  faction  complained  that  they 
were  not  given  the  proper  authority  over  the  patronage  in 
their  districts.2  Marcy  was  seen  to  be  the  malign  influence 
prejudicing  Pierce.  On  the  other  hand,  the  barnburners 
were  becoming  impatient  because  Dix  had  not  received  the 
French  mission  and  Daniel  E.  Sickles,  prominent  hard,3 
and  George  N.  Sanders,4  a  bitter  enemy  of  Marcy  and  the 
softs,  had  been  appointed  respectively  secretary  of  the 
American  Legation  at  London  and  consul  at  the  same 

1  Seymour  to  Marcy,  July  2,  1853,  Marcy  M;SS.;  Washington  Union, 
July  6,  12,  22,  1853;  New  York  Herald,  July  3,  9,  1853;  Speech  of  Benj. 
Bailey  to  the  Democratic  Convention  at  Carmel,  N.  Y .,  Oct.  8,  1853 1 
Speech  of  James  E.  Cooley  at  Syracuse,  Nov.  1,  1833;  New  York  Hards 
and  Softs — Which  is  the  true  Democracy?  p.  42. 

'‘■New  York  Herald,  July  13,  1853. 

*  Washington  Union,  July  31,  1853.  This  was  done  upon  request  of 
Sickles  to  Forney,  the  latter  suggested  him  to  Buchanan.  Forney  to 
Buchanan,  July  16,  28,  1853,  Buchanan  MSS.  Sickles’  appointment 
was  not  an  unmixed  evil  for  Seymour  wrote  Marcy,  “  If  there  is  any 
honorable  way  of  getting  him  out  of  the  country,  I  hope  it  will  be 
done  as  I  regard  him  as  the  most  able  and  efficient  of  the  Hard 
.Shells.”  Seymour  to  Marcy,  July  25,  1853,  Marcy  MISS. 

i  N ew  York  Herald,  Aug.  18,  1853* 
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place.1  Everything  portended  a  conflict  of  unusual  ferocity 
at  the  fall  convention. 

The  hards  won  the  first  preliminary  skirmish  in  these 
manoeuvers.  On  July  15  the  state  committee  met  in  the 
Astor  House  to  organize  the  plan  for  the  fall  meeting. 
Only  eight  attended,  mostly  hards,  and  the  natural  outcome 
was  the  election  of  Minor  C.  Story,  hard,  as  chairman  and 
the  adoption  of  a  series  of  hard  resolutions  similar  to  those 
introduced  in  the  legislature.2  This  gave  the  hards  an  ad¬ 
vantage,  as  the  officers  of  this  committee  had  full  charge  of 
the  calling  and  preliminary  organization  of  the  state  con¬ 
vention.  They  set  September  12  and  Syracuse  as  the  date 
and  place  of  meetings. 

During  August  and  early  September  the  delegates  to  this 
convention  were  chosen  at  a  series  of  primary  meetings. 
These  were  the  scene  of  sharp  practice  and  fraud  on  both 
sides.  The  soft  leaders  sent  out  a  letter  warning  their  ad¬ 
herents  that  Whigs  were  going  to  attempt  to  vote  in  the 
primaries  to  aid  the  hards  in  breaking  up  the  party.3  Both 
sides  wished  to  control  the  convention  not  only  for  tactical 
reasons  but  also  because  of  the  fact  that  some  members  of 
the  state  canal  commission  were  to  be  nominated  and  the 
successful  candidates,  if  elected,  would  have  a  voice  in  the 

1  In  order  to  build  up  more  favorable  feeling  toward  itself  the 
administration  determined  to  establish  a  soft  newspaper  in  New  York 
City.  The  Herald  and  the  Journal  of  Commerce  were  sympathetic  with 
the  hards,  the  Evening  Post  was  too  free  soil.  Forney  was  therefore 
slated  to  conduct  this  sheet  and  $85,000  was  pledged  in  New  York’s 
financial  district.  The  coming  fight  however  prevented  this  idea  from 
ever  being  carried  out.  Forney  to  Buchanan,  Sept.  16,  Nov.  21,  1853, 
Buchanan  MSS. ;  Forney  to  J.  C.  Breckinridge,  Sept.  20,  1853,  Breckin¬ 
ridge  M'SlS.  Cochran  to  Marcy,  Aug.  16,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.,  N.  Y _ 
Herald,  July  30,  1853. 

’  Washington  Union,  July  20,  22,  1853;  N.  Y.  Times,  July  16,  1853. 

3 Cassidy  and  Vandyke  to  Marcy,  Aug.  26,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 
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awarding  of  canal  contracts.  It  was  evident  that  there 
would  he  many  contested  seats. 

The  day  of  the  convention  arrived.  At  the  last  minute 
the  officers  of  the  committee  changed  the  location  of  the 
meeting  and  the  softs  learned  of  this  but  twenty  minutes 
'before  the  hour  set.  They  rushed  in  a  body  to  the  newly 
designated  place  and  there  found  the  convention  organizing 
and  the  door  guarded  by  men  hired  for  the  purpose.  It  did 
not  take  the  newly  arrived  members  long  to  brush  these 
aside.  The  convention,  with  hard  officers  elected,  immed¬ 
iately  adjourned.  The  softs,  who  had  a  large  majority, 
were  now  ready  to  take  charge,  but  when  the  afternoon 
session  met,  not  a  hard  put  in  an  appearance.  In  answer 
to  a  summons  by  a  convention  committee  they  refused  to 
participate  saying  that  their  lives  were  not  safe  in  the 
same  hall  with  the  softs  and  barnburners.  Consequently 
each  faction  declared  itself  to  be  the  regular  convention  and 
each  nominated  a  ticket.  In  reality  the  barnburners  and 
softs  were  in  a  majority  and  in  a  fair  convention  would 
dominate.  The  hards  realized  this,  but  were  determined 
that  they  would  no  longer  submit  to  conventions  controlled 
by  the  heretics  of  ’48  and  the  trimming,  unprincipled  softs. 
As  they  could  not  shake  off  this  domination  by  regular 
means  they  had,  as  we  have  seen,  adopted  sterner  measures. 
Their  procedure,  it  was  charged,  had  been  planned  in  ad¬ 
vance.1 

The  softs  expected  that  their  ticket  would  have  the  sup¬ 
port  of  all  the  appointees  of  the  Pierce  regime.  But  to 
their  astonishment  they  found  they  were  mistaken.  In  re¬ 
ply  to  an  invitation  to  attend  a  ratification  meeting  of  the 

1  New  York  Hards  and  Softs.  Which  is  the  true  Democracy,  p.  45. 

The  Softs,  the  True  Democracy  of  the  State  of  New  York,  pp.  15-34- 
Thomas  to  Marcy,  Sept.  3,  1853,  Cochran  to  Marcy,  Sept.  15,  1853, 
Marcy  MSS. 
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soft  nominees  at  Tammany  Hall,  Bronson  brusquely  re¬ 
fused,  saying  he  would  “  not  approve  nominations  brought 
about  by  fraud  and  violence.”  O’Conor,  the  district  at¬ 
torney  also  refused,  replying  that  he  would  “  only  support 
nominations  made  for  the  purpose  of  cementing  national 
union — not  those  of  a  convention  contaminated  by  adjula- 
tors  who  had  nominated  agitators.”  These  letters  were  fol¬ 
lowed  on  September  26  by  one  from  Bronson  endorsing  the 
bolter’s  ticket.1 *  This  was  rebellion.  Letters  began  to  pour 
into  Washington  sent  by  softs  who  demanded  Bronson’s 
removal  as  a  “  bolter  ”.3 

Bronson  was  not  the  only  writer  to  have  his  letters  pub¬ 
lished.  Dix  had  not  yet  been  appointed  minister  to  France. 
He  was  still  in  charge  of  the '  sub-treasury  at  New  York 
City.  His  choice  for  a  foreign  post  had  been  rumored 
about  and  had  met  with  violent  opposition.  He  was  Dix, 
the  barnburner,  the  free-soiler,  the  heretic  of  ’48,  the  aboli¬ 
tionist.  Southern  leaders  and  papers,  disliking  his  past 
course  and  fearing  perhaps  that  he  would  not  exert  himself 
to  aid  in  acquiring  Cuba,  brought  all  possible  pressure  to 
bear  upon  Pierce.  But  the  President  was  Dix’s  friend  and 
was,  in  addition,  desirous  of  giving  a  prominent  place  to  a 
barnburner.  In  hopes  of  placating  the  opposition  in  some 
way  he  put  off  the  decision.  Dix  naturally  was  impatient 
and  when  it  was  intimated  to  Dix  by  his  friend,  Wm.  H. 
Ludlow,  who  had  just  been  to  Washington,  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  was  holding  off  because  he  was  not  sure  of  Dix’s  views, 
the  latter  forwarded  to  the  President  through  Ludlow  and 
Marcy  some  extracts  from  his  speeches  3  and  published  a 
letter  to  a  Dr.  Garvin  in  Georgia.  This  letter,  which  ap- 

lN.  Y.  Herald,  Sept.  24,  27,  1853. 

1  V.  Marcy  MSS.,  September,  1853. 

3  Dix  to  Wm.  H.  Ludlow,  Aug.  27,  1853,  Ludlow  to  Marcy  (with 
enclosures),  Aug.  30,  1853,  Marcy  MISS.;  Dix,  Memoirs,  vol.  i,  p.  2 76. 
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peared  in  the  press  on  September  13,  categorically  denied 
any  abolition  taint ;  in  it  Dix  stated  that  while  he  wished  to 
keep  slavery  where  it  was  he  believed  in  the  strict  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  Fugitive  Slave  Act  and  adherence  to  the  Com¬ 
promise.  On  the  1 6th  the  Herald  rumored  that  John  Y. 
Mason  of  Virginia  was  going  to  receive  the  French  post 
and  on  the  21st  Dix  wrote  another  more  emphatic  and 
more  lengthy  letter  emphasizing  his  former  statement.1  In 
publishing  this  letter  the  Washington  Union  printed  ex¬ 
tracts  from  Dickinson’s  speeches  in  1849  expressing  the 
same  sentiments  for  which  Dix  was  condemned.  This  was 
done  in  spite  of  a  letter  published  by  Dickinson  a  few  weeks 
before  denying  that  he  was  a  free  soiler  and  showing  how 
he  had  violated  his  legislative  instructions  to  vote  against 
the  Wilmot  Proviso.2  A  flurry  of  notes  and  two  tickets 
certainly  were  demoralizing  the  New  York  Democracy. 

The  administration  was  not  going  to  let  the  so-called 
partisan  conduct  of  Bronson  and  O’Conor  go  unnoticed. 
Guthrie  went  to  New  York  on  September  24  where  he  con¬ 
ferred  with  Bronson.  On  his  return  to  Washington  he 
sent  the  collector  a  letter  dated  October  3  which  it  was 
rumored  was  written  by  Pierce.  This  contained  the  fol¬ 
lowing  statement,  “  It  has  so  happened  that  your  appoint¬ 
ments  have  been  very  generally  made  from  that  portion  of 
the  party  to  which  you  now  adhere.  This  you  thought  best 
calculated  to  secure  union  and  harmony.  That  desirable 
object  has  failed  to  be  obtained  ....  [and  it  is  expected 
that]  you  will  recognize  [the  barnburners]  in  the  only  way 
that  will  carry  conviction  with  it.”  Such  false  rumors  of 
the  contents  of  this  letter  were  circulated  that  Guthrie  re¬ 
leased  it  for  publication  on  October  8. 3 

'New  York  Herald,  Sept.  13-29,  1853- 

'Ibid.,  Sept.  16,  1853. 

*  Ibid.,  September  25-October  8,  1853. 
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Three  days  later  appeared  John  Y.  Mason’s  appoint¬ 
ment  as  minister  to  France.  The  President  had  yielded 
to  Dix’s  enemies  and  through  Jefferson  Davis  a  few  weeks 
before  had  offered  the  Virginian  the  foreign  post.1  The 
barnburners  felt  this  deeply.  To  add  to  the  troubled  situa¬ 
tion  the  New  York  Herald  had  broken  out  with  violent 
attacks  upon  Pierce’s  government.  James  Gordon  Bennett 
had  solicited  the  French  mission  from  the  President,2  and 
so  far  had  lived  in  hopes.  When  it  became  apparent  a 
week  or  two  before  the  official  announcement  that  Mason 
was  to  receive  the  appointment,  Bennett  was  deeply  chag¬ 
rined.  From  then  on  the  administration  had  no  more  bit¬ 
ter  or  malignant  foe  than  this  powerful  organ  of  public 
opinion,  perhaps  the  mightiest  in  the  country  at  that  time. 
The  editorial  columns  charged  Pierce  with  being  a  free 
soiler  because  of  his  rebuke  to  Bronson,  the  opponent  of 
that  wing.  The  editors  especially  ridiculed  Jefferson  Davis, 
the  friend  of  states  rights,  declaring  that  he  had  endorsed 
John  Van  Buren  and  Preston  King  by  remaining  in  the 
cabinet.  Then  Davis  added  his  note  to  the  collection.  He 
stated  that  although  willing  to  let  bygones  be  bygones  he 
no  more  approved  of  the  utterances  of  John  Van  Buren 
and  Preston  King  than  he  did  of  Dickinson’s  anti-slavery 
speeches  of  1847-9  or  Bronson’s  letter  to  the  Van  Buren 
ratification  meeting  of  July  15,  1848.  He  closed  saying, 
“  Holding,  as  I  do,  that  party  organization  is  a  necessary 
means  to  insure  success  to  principles  on  which  parties  are 
formed, I  cannot  but  lament  the  division  which  has,  with¬ 
out  recent  cause,  opened  the  old  wounds  in  our  party.” 
Thereupon  the  Herald  demanded  that  Pierce  dismiss  his 
present  advisers  and  appoint  a  union  cabinet.3 

1  John  Y.  Mason  to  Jefferson  Davis,  October  2,  1853,  Davis  MSS. 

s  Bennett  to  Pierce,  Dec.  15,  1852,  Pierce  MSS. 

*  N.  Y.  Herald,  Oct.  13,  1853. 
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On  October  13  Guthrie  arrived  in  New  York,  and  about 
the  same  time  came  his  assistant,  PePter  G.  Washington.1* 
Then  more  notes  were  added  to  the  series.  On  October  17 
Charles  O’Conor  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Washington  Union 
declaring  that  the  free  soilers  had  run  the  party  too  long 
and  that  true  national  democrats  would  stand  it  no  longer.2 
On  the  same  day  Bronson  replied  to  Guthrie.3  In  this 
letter  he  made  the  following  points : 

1.  He  was  under  no  pledges  as  to>  appointing  power. 

2.  The  Secretary’s  letter  inferred  that  he  must  go  back  of 
1852  and  enquire  what  a  man’s  political  antecedents  were — 
the  thing  which  he  supposed  was  to>  be  avoided. 

3.  The  faction  in  dispute  had  received  their  fair  share  of 
appointments  as  most  of  the  offices  were  in  New  York  and 
Kings  'County  where  only  one  Democrat  in  seven  was  an 
1848  free-soiler. 

4.  He  had  never  desired  or  aided  rupture  but  did  not  ap¬ 
prove  of  the  basis  of  the  Union  of  1849  which  was  the  division 
of  the  spoils. 

5.  The  national  Democrats  could  win  if  they  had  a  fair 
field  but  the  Washington  Union  was  against  them. 

6.  The  Secretary’s  letter  had  come  after  the  rupture  and 
ratification  meetings  and  after  his  removal  had  been  de¬ 
manded  and  he  had  been  defamed. 

7.  Then  he  had  been  required  to  submit  his  lists  of  appoint¬ 
ments  to  the  Secretary  before  making  them,  something  which 
had  never  been  done  before,  and  which  was  required  of  no 
other  collector. 

8.  Finally,  in  open  defiance  he  refused  to  submit  his  ap¬ 
pointments  declaring  that  “  the  law  and  my  commission  have 
cast  the  burden  [of  appointments]  upon  me,  and  I  cannot  sur¬ 
render  it  to  another  without  a  derelection  of  duty.” 

'Ibid.,  Oct.  14,  1 7,  1853- 

2  Ibid .,  Oct.  18,  1853. 

5  Washington  Union,  Oct.  20,  1853- 
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This,  said  the  Boston  Times,  was  the  “  greatest  specimen 
of  the  sublimely  impudent  in  epistolary  writing.”  1 

Even  before  these  last  two  letters  had  appeared  some  of 
the  leaders  of  the  barnburners  had  begun  to  be  impatient 
at  the  government’s  inaction;  a  month  had  gone  by  since 
the  rupture  and  Bronson’s  bolt.  On  the  17th,  the  same 
day  as  the  O’Conor  and  Bronson  letters  were  written,  John 
Van  Buren,  in  a  frank  letter  to  Marcy,  demanded  that  Bron¬ 
son  be  removed.  He  detailed  a  long  list  of  grievances  and 
declared  that  if  some  action  was  not  taken  he  would  start 
on  the  stump  denouncing  the  policy  of  the  administration.2 
This  was  no  idle  threat  for  John  Van  Buren  was  vindictive 
and  dangerous ;  he  was  one  of  the  foremost  orators  in  the 
state  and  could  sway  mass  gatherings  with  ease.  No  ad¬ 
ministration  would  care  needlessly  to  provoke  him  to  stump 
against  it. 

On  October  22  Guthrie  took  final  action.  He  wrote, 
“  My  letter  was  intended  to  guard  you  against  distinctions 
between  democrats  founded  on  local  politics  and  local  divi¬ 
sions  ....  the  appointive  power  rests  wholly  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury,  not  in  the  collector.  ...  You  are 
removed  by  the  President’s  direction.”  3  Immediately  He- 
man  J.  Redfield,  soft  hunker,  was  appointed  to  succeed 
Bronson;  John  J.  Cisco,  hard,  became  assistant-treasurer  vice 
Dix  resigned,  J.  R.  Brodhead,  barnburner,  became  naval 
officer  vice  Redfield  and  O’Sullivan,  barnburner,  charge  to 
Portugal.'4  Thus,  officialy  the  matter  ended  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  nobody. 

Barnburners,  like  John  Van  Buren,  denounced  Pierce’s 

1  Washington  Union,  Oct.  23,  1853. 

2  J.  Van  Buren  to  Marcy,  Oct.  17,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

*  Washington  Union,  Oct.  23,  1853. 

4V  Y.  Herald,  Oct.  23,  1853;  Washington  Union,  Oct.  23,  1853. 
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treatment  of  Dix,  and  emphatically  asserted  that  Bronson 
should  have  been  removed  solely  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
left  the  party  by  bolting.1  Softs,  like  Governor  Seymour, 
were  bitter  about  the  appointment  of  such  men  as  Sickles 
and  Sanders  and  the  neglect  of  “  everyone  who  made  active 
efforts  ”  in  New  York  in  1852  for  the  success  of  the  party.2 
Hards,  like  Croswell,  were  indignant  because  the  admin¬ 
istration  had  bestowed  its  “  entire  confidence  ....  upon 
the  chief  instigators  and  actors  in  this  state  in  the  revolt  of 
1848,  warming  them  into  prurient  and  active  life  with  the 
same  spirit  and  with  the  same  malignity  that  characterized 
their  course  then,  to  the  ....  unprecedented  prescription 
of  those  who  ....  were  true.”  3  The  best  criticism  per¬ 
haps  was  uttered  by  a  friendly  neutral,  P.  M.  Wetmore, 
who  wrote  Marcy : 

It  seems  to  be  that  the  great  error  the  President  has  com¬ 
mitted  was  in  not  removing  Mr.  Bronson  for  writing  his 
first  letter  to  the  public  meeting  [in  New  York]  —  upon  the 
express  ground  that  he  was  using  the  influence  of  his  official 
position  to  control  state  elections.  This  position  would  have 
given  the  President  the  vantage  ground.  On  the  contrary, 
Mr.  Guthrie’s  first  letter  changes  the  whole  aspect  of  the  case 
and  censures  Bronson  for  not  doing  precisely  what  he  ought 
not  to  have  done — namely — interfering  in  political  matters  of 
a  local  nature.  All  past  administrations  have,  of  course,  done 
the  same  thing  and  all  others  will  continue  to  do  the  same— 
but  no  one  has  ever  been  so  frank  as  this — and  avowed  under 
the  hand  of  a  secretary  of  the  treasury  that  the  government 
meant  to  control  elections.4 

1  J.  Van  Buren  to  Marcy,  Oct.  17,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

2  Seymour  to  Marcy,  Nov.  5,  1853,  ibid. 

aCrosswell  to  Marcy,  Nov.  5,  1853,  ibid. 

4  Wetmore  to  Marcy,  Nov.  2,  1853,  ibid. 
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Denunciation,  criticism  and  abuse  were  not  confined  to 
letter  writing.  The  bolting  ticket  was  conducting  a  vigor¬ 
ous  campaign.  Prominent  on  the  stump  was  a  violent  and 
abusive  orator,  James  E.  Cooley,  of  the  New  York  state 
senate.  He  was  a  disappointed  office  seeker  1  and  his  abuse 
knew  no  bounds.  He  even  went  so  far  as  to  attack  the 
President  himself  in  a  very  undignified  and  insulting  way.2 
In  this,  however,  he  was  not  followed  by  most  of  the  hards. 
They  blamed  the  sins  of  the  administration  upon  the  cabinet 
and  Marcy  was  the  scapegoat.  They  pleaded  loyalty  to  the 
President  but  charged  that  Marcy  and  the  rest  had  sold 
out  to  the  free  soilers.  In  fact,  this  was  their  principal 
strain.  The  hards  were  true  union  men  with  national 
vision  earnestly  abjuring  all  sectional  agitation;  their  op¬ 
ponents,  on  the  other  hand,  were  free  soil  agitators  who  by 
their  propaganda  would  surely  bring  disaster  to  the  be¬ 
loved  union.  These  assaults  were  not  allowed  to  go  un¬ 
repelled. 

The  charge  that  the  administration  appointed  or  favored 
free  soilers  was  emphatically  denied  in  public  and  in  private. 
Marcy  wrote  “  not  one  person  of  that  character  [free  soiler] 
has  been  appointed  unless  by  mistake :  not  one  who  did  not 
stand  at  the  last  election  upon  the  Baltimore  platform ;  not 
one  who  was  known  or  suspected  to  be  unsound  in  his 
political  faith,  ’  3  and  later  he  defined  a  free  soiler,  “  I  have 
reference  to  what  men  now  are  and  you  in  making  the 
charge  probably  refer  to  what  they  were.  ...  You  cannot 
exclude  free  soilers  if  you  take  in  secessionists,  they  are 
equally  sinful.  4  The  Washington  Union  in  its  semi-of- 

1  Cooley  to  Marcy,  March  10,  1853,  ibid Lafayette  (Indiana)  Journal, 
Nov.  7,  1853. 

2  Speech  of  James  E.  Cooley  at  Syracuse,  Nov.  1,  1853. 

*  Marcy  to  Bradford,  July  23,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

‘Marcy  to  Pierson,  Nov.  24,  1853,  ibid. 
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ficial  capacity  stated,  “  It  is  manifest  that  the  Democratic 
Party  rallied  in  union  with  the  primary  purpose  of  putting 
down  sectional  dissention  and  controversy.  .  .  .  They  de¬ 
termined  and  declared  that  unswerving  and  cordial  fidelity 
to  the  national  democratic  creed,  as  now  proclaimed,  should 
work  an  amnesty  for  past  political  errors;  and  that  no  man 
should  henceforth  justly  be  denounced  as  a  free  soiler  or  a 
disunionist  who  in  good  faith  had  openly  placed  himself 
upon  the  Baltimore  platform  as  his  party  ground,  and  then 
faithfully  cooperated  with  the  party  organized  to  sustain  it 
....  When  the  President  came  into  power  he  found  this 
question  already  settled  to  his  hand.  The  conditions  of 
membership  of  the  democratic  party  had  been  decided  by 
the  people  themselves.”  1  This  the  hards  declared  was  de¬ 
priving  those  who  had  remained  faithful  of  their  just  re¬ 
wards.  So  the  contest  went  merrily  on.  The  whole  affair 
was  noticed  in  the  press  throughout  the  country  and  the 
disappointed  in  the  party  began  to  rally  around  the  hunker 
standard  in  various  states.  The  administration  was  de¬ 
nounced  for  having  interfered  in  a  state  matter  and  it  was 
charged  oftener  than  ever  that  the  Pierce  government  was 
not  national  but  free  soil.  But  the  war  of  notes  was  not 
yet  over. 

The  Democracy  in  Massachusetts  was  never  in  a  very 
healthy  condition.  It  was  in  itself  of  little  importance  until 
it  joined  in  coalition  with  the  free  soilers.  In  spite  of  the 
success  of  this  amalgamation,  there  were  a  certain  element 
of  “  simon  pure  ”  Democrats,  jealous  of  Hallett,  Greene  and 
Cushing.  Prominent  among  these  were  S.  D.  Bradford 
and  A.  W.  Austin  who  had  led  a  secession  from  the  con¬ 
vention  of  1852  when  a  resolution  condemning  coalition  had 
been  defeated.  These  “  Fitchburg  Seceders  ”  had  refused 
to  return  to  the  party  fold  and  on  September  22,  two  con- 

1  Washington  Union,  Sept.  1,  1853. 
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ventions  were  held  and  two  tickets  nominated.  The  regular 
convention  endorsed  the  administration  and  Cushing  but 
said  nothing  about  future  coalition.  The  seceder’s  conven¬ 
tion  was  the  occasion  of  a  bitter  and  absurd  speech  by  Ben¬ 
jamin  H.  Barstow.  He  directed  his  fire  against  Cushing, 
the  free  soiler  and  coalitionist.  He  pointed  out  several 
federal  appointments  made  from  the  free  soil  ranks.  He 
demonstrated  how  Cushing  had  opposed  Sumner’s  election 
to  the  Senate,  or  at  least  had  made  a  show  of  doing  so,  and 
then  had  defeated  an  anti-coalition  resolution  in  the  con¬ 
vention  of  1851.  As  his  reward,  he  charged,  Cushing  had 
been  appointed  to  the  Massachusetts  supreme  bench  by  the 
coalition  regime.1  This  species  of  attack  was  continuous. 

As  the  state  campaign  advanced  local  Democratic  leaders 
in  Massachusets  arranged  coalitions  in  various  counties. 
In  one  of  the  conventions  which  formed  such  an  arrange¬ 
ment  the  chairman  made  a  speech  in  which  he  alluded  to 
Bronson’s  removal  and  drew  the  conclusion  that  evidently 
the  national  administration  was  not  opposed  to  the  Demo¬ 
crats  of  Massachusetts  coalescing  with  free  soilers  on  state 
matters.2  Such  statements  combined  with  increasing  coali¬ 
tion  only  added  weight  to  the  charges  that  the  Pierce  gov¬ 
ernment  was  partial  to  free  soilers.  This  notion  could  not 
be  allowed  to  circulate  unnoticed.  Cushing  wrote  a  note. 
On  October  9  he  addressed  a  letter  to  R.  Frothingham, 
junior  editor  of  the  Boston  Post.  In  part  it  read: 

I  perceive  that  in  several  counties  of  Massachusetts,  coali¬ 
tion  senatorial  tickets  have  been  formed  of  associated  De¬ 
mocrats  and  free  soilers.  My  judgment  is  that  the  Democrats 

1  Speech  of  Benj.  Barstow  at  Boston,  Sept.  22,  1853;  Boston  Atlas, 
Sept.  9,  1853;  N.  H.  State  Capitol  Reporter,  Sept.  30,  1853,  N.  H. 
Patriot,  Sept.  28,  1853;  A.  W.  Austin  to  Marcy,  June  14,  July  20,  1853, 
S.  D.  Bradford  to  Marcy,  July  9,  1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

’A.  Y.  Herald,  Oct.  26,  1853. 
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who  have  participated  in  this  have  done  worse  than  to  commit 
a  fatal  error.  They  have  abandoned  a  principle  which  is 
fundamental  ....  The  dangerous  element  of  abolitionism 
.  .  .  .  shall  be  crushed  out,  so  far  as  this  administration  is 
concerned.1 

This  “  ukase  ”  only  added  to  the  burden  of  the  admin¬ 
istration.  In  it  some  detected  glaring  inconsistency.  In 
New  York  Bronson  was  removed  because  he  refused  to 
recognize  free  soilers;  in  Massachusetts  free  soilers  were  to 
be  crushed  out.  On  the  contrary,  the  administration  used 
the  same  principle  in  both  cases.  The  underlying  idea  was 
a  united  party  of  Democrats.  In  New  York  barnburners, 
a  faction  of  Democrats,  must  be  recognized  in  order  to  unite 
the  party;  in  Massachusetts  Democrats  must  not  traffic  with 
Whigs  (as  most  of  the  free  soil  party  had  been  of  that  per¬ 
suasion)  ;  a  united,  purified  party  of  loyal  Democrats  was 
the  purpose  in  each  instance.  But  logical  as  this  procedure 
was  it  had  the  effect  of  adding  another  group  to  the  body 
of  the  disaffected,  namely,  the  free  soilers,  who  objected  to 
being  “  crushed  out.” 

As  1853  was  an  off  year  the  fall  elections  could  not  ex¬ 
hibit  any  general  tendencies  2  but  the  only  one  of  importance 
clearly  demonstrated  the  results  of  schism.  In  New  York 
the  Whigs  were  easily  triumphant.  But  what  was  worse 
from  the  point  of  view  of  the  administration  the  head  of 
the  hard  ticket  of  bolters  received  some  3700  more  votes 

1  1 Washington  Union,  Nov.  1,  1853.  'Coalition  in  'Missouri  was  likewise 
banned  in  a  letter  written  by  Campbell.  Croswell  to  Marcy,  Nov.  5> 
1853,  Marcy  MSS. 

2  The  elections  during  the  summer  and  early  fall  had  all  been  in  the 
south,  with  the  exception  of  Wisconsin,  and  in  that  section,  the  party 
had  been  uniformly  successful  gaining  Congressmen  in  Maryland,  South 
Carolina  and  Alabama,  although  there  was  a  net  loss  of  one  in 
Tennessee.  Governors  were  gained  in  Tennessee  and  Wisconsin. 
Tribune  Almanac,  1854- 
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than  the  leader  of  the  regulars.1  This  was  considered  by 
many  as  a  rebuke  to  the  Pierce  government.  Pierce  and 
his  cabinet  attributed  it,  among  themselves,  to  the  apathy 
of  their  voters,  claiming  that  the  hards  were  aided  by  the 
votes  of  many  silver-greys  or  anti-Seward  Whigs.  They 
complained  that  no  enthusiasm  could  be  worked  up  over 
the  administration  and  that  the  hards  by  declaring  they  were 
the  hunker  party  of  1848  had  attracted  soft  votes  by  the 
old  issue.  The  fact  that  the  vote  fell  off  150,000  from  the 
previous  years  total  signifies  to  some  extent  the  disgust 
manifested  at  the  renewed  quarrel.1 

Public  opinion  was  being  educated  against  the  administra¬ 
tion.  The  New  York  Herald  daily  found  ingenious  ways 
for  attacking  and  ridiculing  the  Pierce  regime.  In  the 
capital  Beverly  Tucker  of  Virginia,  a  disappointed  office 
seeker,  had  in  September  started  a  new  paper  called  the 
Sentinel  which  preached  states  rights  and  hunker  doctrines 
against  the  free  soil  tendency  of  the  government.  The 
New  York  Young  Men's  Democratic  Club  issued  an  ad¬ 
dress  condemning  the  administration  and  promising  to  run 
a  candidate  against  Pierce  in  1856.2  On  November  14  a 
meeting  was  called  at  Washington  for  all  those  living  in 
the  District  and  the  adjoining  states  who  wished  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  New  York  hards.  This  gathering  was  pre¬ 
sided  over  by  an  associate  of  Tucker’s  and  ended  in  a  riot.3 
Finally,  just  before  Congress  assembled  a  general  meeting 
of  rejoicing  was  held  by  the  hards  themselves  in  New  York 

1  The  official  returns  later  showed  that  the  average  vote  of  the 
administration  ticket  was  larger  but  the  other  impression  got  abroad  and 
its  effect  was  too  strong  to  be  wiped  out  by  contradiction,  ibid. 

’  Seymour  to  Marcy,  Nov.  24,  1853,  Marcy  MSS.,  Blair  to  Van  Buren, 
Nov.  27,  1853,  Beekman  to  Van  Buren,  Dec.  2,  1853,  Van  Buren  MSS. 

3  Washington  Union,  Nov.  23,  1853. 

*N.  Y.  Herald,  Nov.  13,  15,  1853. 
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City.  Congratulatory  letters  were  read  from  Senator  Wel¬ 
ler  of  California,  Governor  Foote  of  Mississippi  and  other 
prominent  Democrats.1 

Meanwhile  the  southern  unionists  had  been  none  too  well 
satisfied  with  the  appointments.  They  had  felt  that  they 
had  been  sacrificed  for  the  states  rights  element.  Then  in 
the  fall  Cobb  and  Foote  had  both  been  defeated  for  the 
Senate  and  in  the  latter  case  it  was  charged  the  administra¬ 
tion,  through  Davis,  had  interfered  against  the  union  can¬ 
didate.2  But  the  last  straw  for  them  was  an  editorial  in  the 
issue  of  the  Union  for  November  30.  Here  they  read  that 
the  Democracy  at  the  Baltimore  convention  had  not  ap¬ 
proved  or  disapproved  of  the  Compromise.  The  party  had 
only  acquiesced  in  it  as  a  final  settlement  and  formed  a 
union  which 

required  no  sacrifice  of  principles.  It  only  required  the  ex¬ 
ercise  of  forbearance  and  conciliation  to  effect  a  compromise 
on  a  middle  ground  and  agree  to  ‘  let  bygones  be  bygones  ’ 
.  .  .  .  Whilst  it  did  not  undertake  to  decide  whether  the 
friends  of  the  compromise  or  its  opponents  had  been  right,  it 
furnished  to  both  a  common  status  on  which  all  future  at¬ 
tempts  to  reopen  the  slavery  agitation  could  be  resisted  and 
[with]  abolition  in  every'  phase  ....  expunged  from  the 
organization  of  the  party  ....  [it]  opened  up  the  way  to  a 
restoration  of  those  fraternal  feelings  between  the  North  and 
South  on  which  alone  the  Federal  Union  can  be  sustained. 

This  to  be  sure  was  the  truth  but  to  the  deluded  Compro¬ 
mise  men  it  seemed  the  worst  kind  of  repudiation.  Their 
cherished  dream  of  a  party  reorganized  on  their  platform 
guided  by  their  influence  had  vanished. 

1  Washington  Union,  Dec.  25,  1853;  Lexington  (Ky.)  Statesman, 
Dec.  13,  185  3. 

’  Washington  Union,  Dec.  24,  1853- 
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Thus  the  patronage  had  been  distributed  on  the  logical 
principle  of  perfect  fairness  to  all,  but  all  were  by  no  means 
satisfied.  The  administration  was  but  nine  months  old,  yet 
southern  unionists,  northern  hunkers,  free  soilers,  west¬ 
erners,  these,  were  passively  dissatisfied  or  in  open  revolt. 
Why? 


CHAPTER  XIV 


Why? 

On  March  4,  1853  Franklin  Pierce  entered  office  with 
the  good  will  of  an  harmonious  Democracy.  As  Congress 
assembled  in  December  of  that  same  year  the  feeling  most 
prevalent  within  the  party  was  one  of  dissatisfaction  with 
the  administration.  The  causes  for  this  general  attitude 
were  to  be  found  in  the  personalities  of  the  men  at  the 
cabinet  table  including  the  President  himself. 

Pierce  was  a  semi-brilliant  man  whose  natural  mental 
quickness  made  him  superficial.  He  did  not  think  deeply 
but  considered  simple  and  apparently  real  solutions  suffi¬ 
cient  for  complex  problems.  This  led  him  to  believe  that 
by  treating  all  alike  in  the  distribution  of  offices  he  could 
eradicate  the  animosities  of  years  in  a  few  months  and 
harmonize  hostile  factions  into  a  band  of  brothers.  A 
second  weakness  in  Pierce’s  character  unfitted  him  to  suc- 
ced.  His  natural  kindness  of  heart,  his  dislike  of  refus¬ 
ing  any  request  and  his  desire  for  harmony  led  him  to  pro¬ 
mise  more  than  he  could  fulfill.  The  warmth  with  which 
he  received  seekers  after  favors  seemed  to  them  an  as¬ 
surance  that  all  that  was  necessary  to  obtain  was  to  ask. 
Furthermore  because  he  did  not  openly  take  issue  with  those 
whose  opinions  he  did  not  approve  or  whose  requests  he 
was  not  going  to  grant,  he  led  most  people  to  believe  that 
he  was  in  agreement  with  them  and  when  he  made  his  de¬ 
cision  finally,  there  was  much  disappointment.  He  was 
charged  with  taking  the  opinions  of  the  last  man  he  talked 
with.  Such  qualities  of  mind  and  such  behavior  spread 
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abroad  the  impression  of  unreliability  and  made  numerous 
enemies  among  those  who  felt  he  had  deceived  them. 

Bodily  weakness  was  also  apparent.  He  had  received 
a  terrible  shock  in  the  tragic  death  of  his  son.  This  had 
affected  Mrs.  Pierce  even  more  deeply  and  had  produced  in 
her  a  state  of  deep  melancholy  and  ill-health  which  only 
accentuated  her  dislike  for  the  capital.  Then  the  wretched 
climate  of  Washington,  the  unhealthy  situation  of  the 
White  House,  as  well  as  the  heavy  responsibilities  of  office 
impaired  the  President’s  health  during  his  first  months  as 
executive.  All  these  misfortunes  caused  a  return  of 
Pierce’s  old  habit  of  intemperance.1 

Furthermore  Pierce  erred  in  the  choice  of  his  advisers. 
The  council  chosen  to  please  all  factions  was  a  political 
blunder.  A  man  of  small  reputation  himself  he  drew* 
around  him  too  many  as  little  known  as  he,  associates  re¬ 
commended  to  him  by  the  national  men  of  the  party.  He 
was  unable  to  realize  that  his  nomination  had  been  but  an 
accident  brought  about  by  a  few  politicians  and  not  the 
reward  due  to  an  eminent  leader  given  unanimously  by  a 
worshipping  party.  He  did  not  know,  as  others  did,  how 
little  personal  following  he  had,  how  little  weight  the  name 
of  Franklin  Pierce,  without  the  title  of  President,  carried. 
Consequently,  he  could  not  realize  how  necessary  it  was,  if 
he  expected  to  assume  any  leadership  or  accomplish  any¬ 
thing  in  Congress,  to  choose  a  strong  cabinet  of  men  who 
could  command  the  influence  and  leadership  he  lacked. 
Rather  he  chose  Dobbin,  McClelland,  Campbell  and  Guthrie, 
efficient  officers  to  be  sure,  but  quiet  unassuming  men, 


1 F.  L.  Burr  to  Welles,  Sept.  15,  1853,  Welles  MSS.;  Forney  to 
Buchanan,  July  16,  1853  ;  Slidell  to  Buchanan,  Jan.  14,  1854;  C.  L.  Ward 
to  Buchanan,  Oct.  22,  1853  ;  J.  Glancy  Jones  to  Buchanan,  Oct.  3,  1853, 
Buchanan  MSS.;  A.  Campbell  to  Marcy,  Nov.  22,  1852,  Marcy  MSS.; 
State  Capitol  Reporter,  April  22,  1853;  Hamlin,  Life  of  Hamlin,  p.  261; 
Field,  Memories  of  Many  Men,  pp.  159-165. 
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unknown  beyond  the  borders  of  their  states,  with  no  in¬ 
fluence  or  prestige  politically  or  socially.  Of  the  remaining 
three,  Cushing  was  trusted  by  but  a  few  and  his  influence 
in  Congress  was  small,  besides  his  legal  and  intellectual 
training  seem  to  have  deprived  him  of  the  ability  to  under¬ 
stand  that  most  people  are  not  rational  beings;  this  made 
him  a  bad  counsellor,  for  he  could  not  estimate  popular 
opinion.  Marcy,  perhaps  the  most  astute  politician  in  the 
group,  seemed  to  have  had  his  influence  largely  nullified 
by  New  York  feuds  and  the  attacks  of  the  New  York 
Herald.  Davis  alone  could  count  on  the  confidence  of 
any  considerable  amount  of  public  opinion,  but  his  was 
the  narrow  view  of  the  man  trained  in  military  life. 
These  were  not  the  men  best  fitted  for  the  task  of  har¬ 
monizing  factions  which,  could  only  be  impressed  by  strength. 

But  these  personalities  were  the  natural  product  of  the 
Democratic  machine.  With  the  development  of  the  ideal  of 
American  democracy,  there  had  come  the  development  of 
the  American  politician.  The  gradual  advance  of  the 
principle  of  universal  manhood  suffrage  was  accompanied 
by  the  growth  in  a  growing  number  of  the  political  manip¬ 
ulators.  These  pages  have  borne  the  record  of  their  re¬ 
lation  in  1850  to  the  party  which  stood  for  democracy 
and  which  had  become  powerful  because  of  Andrew  Jack- 
son’s  appeal  to  the  plain  people.  After  Jackson’s  retire¬ 
ment  the  politicians  had  sought  to  conserve  the  popular 
enthusiasm  over  the  retired  leader  for  the  party’s  use.  The 
democratic  ideas  were  embalmed  in  platforms  and  these 
remains  were  exhibited  to  the  faithful  at  election  times  and 
on  patriotic  anniversaries.  But  those  who  then  guided  the 
party  and  planned  its  campaigns  had  lost  the  spirit  of  the 
doctrines  they  preached.  As  an  historian  of  the  period  has 
said,  they  had  become  the  priesthood  of  the  cult  who  went 
through  the  forms  and  ceremonies  seemingly  without  com- 
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prehension  of  their  meaning.  The  ruling  desire  was  a 
powerful  nation,  not  that  it  might  aid  primarily  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  condition  of  the  common  people,  but  that 
business  might  flourish  and  that  more  self-satisfaction  and 
power  might  come  to  those  who  ruled. 

To  make  the  nation  prosperous  and  to  keep  in  power, 
these  were  the  ideals  of  the  Democracy  as  formulated  by 
its  leaders  in  1850.  These  objects  were  to  be  accomplished 
by  maintaining  a  powerful  and  smooth-running  political 
machine  carefully  tended  by  political  engineers.  How* 
difficult  was  the  efficient  regulation  of  this  machine  has  been 
related  above.  For  the  politicians  from  the  different  sec¬ 
tions  had  procured  power  and  retained  it  by  exploiting  the 
needs,  real  and  fancied,  of  their  communities.  By  1850 
this  had  been  done  so  long  that  these  leaders  had  lost  sight 
of  the  objectivity  of  these  demands,  these  needs  became 
subjective  and  personal.  Criticism  and  argument  over 
slavery,  tariffs,  public  lands,  internal  improvements  became 
personal  and  the  politicians  of  one  section  had  become 
actually  jealous  of  those  of  another,  and  all  were  determined 
that  no  section’s  leaders  should  procure  more  than  what 
seemed  at  the  moment  mathematically  just.  Consequently 
1850  saw  the  “  Democratic  Machine  ”  apparently  about  to 
be  scrapped  by  personal  jealousy  and  hate. 

The  clear-headed,  the  far-sighted,  and,  in  many  cases, 
the  crafty  in  both  sections  saw  the  danger  of  destruction 
and  sought  for  a  means  of  removing  the  friction.  These 
political  engineers  were  essentially  unmoral  in  the  sense 
that  moral  issues  appeared  to  them  to  have  no  value.  Con¬ 
sequently  they  were  willing  to  side-step  all  the  principles 
involved  in  the  conflict.  They  were  to  accomplish  what 
they  sought  by  a  gentlemen’s  agreement  to  take  notice  of 
no  debateable  questions.  Such  disturbing  elements  were 
to  be  kept  from  the  public  and  to  make  this  possible  press 
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and  platform  were  to  be  induced  by  all  conceivable  means 
to  make  no  mention  of  these  issues.  Thus  the  first  step  of 
the  problem  was  worked  out  and  the  shibboleth  was  “  Fin¬ 
ality  of  the  Compromise”. 

With  this  platform  laid  down  the  next  step  was  to  find 
an  available  candidate  pledged  to1  it.  Many  sought  the 
honor.  Most  of  the  seekers,  being  old  in  years  and  service 
confined  their  endeavors  to  demonstrating  their  availability 
to  the  manipulators  of  the  various  sections.  This  they  at¬ 
tempted  by  correspondence  and  conference,  by  the  work  of 
friends  and  by  publishing  judiciously  non-committal  opin¬ 
ions  that  successfully  carried  out  the  great  principle  of 
dodging  the  issue.  One  who  was  younger  and  unable  suc¬ 
cessfully  to  appeal  to  many  politicians  sought  aid  from  the 
people  by  working  some  of  the  time  in  the  open.  But  the 
honor  was  not  for  the  seekers;  at  the  eleventh  hour  the 
managers  went  elsewhere  for  their  choice.  After  a  cam¬ 
paign  devoid  of  all  issues  except  the  safe  one  of  personali¬ 
ties  their  choice  became  President  and  the  Democracy  was 
again  in  power. 

So  far  all  had  gone  well  but  the  Democracy  must  stay 
in  power.  How  was  necessity  to  be  made  a  surety?  By 
arousing  enthusiasm  over  the  principles  of  democracy?  By 
creating  a  program  which  would  promote  these  ideals? 
No,  simply  by  making  the  organization  more  perfect.  The 
“  Machine  ”  must  be  rebuilt.  Generally  speaking,  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  the  party  had  been  characterized  by  strict 
discipline,  discipline  maintained  by  a  scheme  of  rewards 
and  punishments.  Faithful  service  had  been  the  chief  road 
to  reward  and  independence  and  irregularity  were  generally 
stifled  by  severe  penalties  in  the  shape  of  loss  of  preferment. 
Leadership  had  been  the  prerogative  of  the  elders,  the 
younger  men  had  been  required  to  await  their  turn  in 
patience.  The  will  of  the  ruler,  if  expressed  as  the  will 
of  the  majority  by  fair  means  or  foul,  must  never  be  ques- 


226  THE  DEMOCRATIC  MACHINE,  1850-1854  [226 

tioned.  But  such  were  conditions  in  1852  that  those  who 
sought  to  control  the  party  destiny  decided  that  the  party 
could  be  best  solidified  by  wiping  the  slate  clean,  by  throw¬ 
ing  away  all  the  scores  of  the  old  discipline,  and  by  allowing 
those  under  a  cloud  to  emerge  and  start  on  an  equal  foot¬ 
ing  with  all  the  faithful.  Under  these  conditions  an  era 
of  good  feeling  and  harmonious  strength  was  to  be  made 
possible  by  distributing  the  $50,000,000  worth  of  patronage 
to  the  satisfaction  of  all  politicians.  The  administration 
had  not,  however,  been  able  to  please  all  and  there  was  open 
discontent  ere  nine  months  of  the  administration’s  life  had 
been  lived. 

Moreover,  a  more  dangerous  consequence  of  this  system 
was  becoming  apparent.  The  continued  policy  of  dodging 
issues  and  the  continual  fear  of  displeasng  someone  was  de¬ 
stroying  the  moral  calibre  of  the  leaders  of  the  Democracy. 
They  had  not  that  morale  of  security  which  would  have 
come  from  the  knowledge  that  they  had  the  enthusiastic 
backing  of  a  considerable  body  of  public  opinion.  In  its 
place  was  an  inferiority  complex  produced  by  their  lack 
of  any  inspiring  ethical  or  moral  guiding  principle.  Con¬ 
sequently  their  experiences  as  politicians  bred  in  the  poli¬ 
ticians’  school  unfitted  them  for  producing  and  laying  be¬ 
fore  Congress  in  December,  1853,  any  program  which 
would  inspire  the  masses  with  the  feeling  that  here  were 
leaders,  men  of  greater  strength  and  foresight  than  their 
fellows.  But  worse  than  this,  the  leaders  had  lost  the 
power  of  recognizing  the  force  of  a  moral  issue  and  when 
the  Kansas-Nebraska  Bill  was  introduced  on  the  political 
stage  after  such  a  prelude,  these  so-called  heads  of  the  gov¬ 
ernment  failed  to  realize  its  consequences  and  were  unable 
to  understand  or  to  cope  with  the  rising  tide  of  moral  in¬ 
dignation.  Franklin  Pierce,  not  Andrew  Jackson,  was  in 
the  White  House,  and  Calhoun,  Clay,  and  Webster  were 
dead. 
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Democratic  Platform — 1852 

1.  Resolved,  That  the  American  democracy  place  their  trust 
in  the  intelligence,  the  patriotism,  and  the  discriminating 
justice  of  the  American  people. 

2.  Resolved,  That  we  regard  this  as  a  distinctive  feature  of 
our  poltical  creed,  which  we  are  proud  to  maintain  before  the 
world,  as  the  great  moral  element  in  a  form  of  government 
springing  from  and  upheld  by  the  popular  will ;  and  contrast 
it  with  the  creed  and  practice  of  federalism,  under  whatever 
name  or  form,  which  seeks  to  palsy  the  will  of  the  constituent, 
and  which  conceives  no  imposture  too  monstrous  for  the 
popular  credulity. 

3.  Resolved,  Therefore,  that  entertaining  these  views,  the 
Democratic  party  of  this  Union,  through  the  delegates  as¬ 
sembled,  in  general  convention  of  the  states,  coming  together 
in  a  spirit  of  concord,  of  devotion  to  the  doctrines  and  faith 
of  a  free  representative  government,  and  appealing  to  their 
fellow-citizeens  for  the  rectitude  of  their  intentions,  renew 
and  reassert  before  the  American  people,  the  declaration  of 
principles  avowed  by  them  on  a  former  occasion,  when,  in 
general  convention,  they  presented  their  candidates  for  the 
popular  suffrage. 

4.  Resolved,  That  the  Federal  government  is  one  of  limited 
powers,  derived  solely  from  the  constitution,  and  the  grants 
of  power  shown  therein  ought  to  be  strictly  construed  by  all 
the  departments  and  agents  of  the  government,  and  that  it 
is  inexpedient  and  dangerous  to  exercise  doubtful  constitu¬ 
tional  powers. 

5.  Resolved,  That  the  constitution  does  not  confer  upon  the 
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general  government  the  power  to  commence  and  carry  on  a 
general  system  of  internal  improvements. 

6.  Resolved,  That  the  constitution  does  not  confer  authority 
upon  the  Federal  government,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  as¬ 
sume  the  debts  of  the  several  states,  contracted  for  local  in¬ 
ternal  improvements  or  other  state  purposes ;  nor  would  such 
assumption  be  just  or  expedient. 

7.  Resolved,  That  justice  and  sound  policy  forbid  the  Fed¬ 
eral  government  to  foster  one  branch  of  industry  to  the  detri¬ 
ment  of  another,  or  to  cherish  the  interests  of  one  portion  to< 
the  injury  of  another  portion  of  our  common  country — that 
every  citizen  and  every  section  of  the  country  has  a  right  to 
demand  and  insist  upon  an  equality  of  rights  and  priviliges, 
and  to  complete  an  ample  protection  of  persons  and  property 
from  domestic  violence  or  foreign  aggression. 

8.  Resolved,  That  it  is  the  duty  of  every  branch  of  the 
government  to  enforce  and  practice  the  most  rigid  economy 
in  conducting  our  public  affairs,  and  that  no  more  revenue 
ought  to  be  raised  than  is  required  to  defray  the  necessary 
expenses  of  the  government,  and  for  the  gradual  but  certain 
extinction  of  the  public  debt. 

9.  Resolved,  That  Congress  has  no  power  to  charter  a 
National  Bank;  that  we  believe  such  an  institution  one  of 
deadly  hostility  to  the  best  interests  of  the  country,  dangerous 
to  our  republican  institutions  and  the  liberties  of  the  people, 
and  calculated  to  place  the  business  of  the  country  within  the 
control  of  a  concentrated  money  power,  and  that  above  the 
laws  and  will  of  the  people ;  and  that  the  results  of  Demo¬ 
cratic  legislation,  in  this  and  all  other  financial  measures,  upon 
which  issues  have  been  made  between  the  two  political  parties 
of  the  country;  have  demonstrated  to  candid  and  practical 
men  of  all  parties,  their  soundness,  safety,  and  utility,  in  all 
business  pursuits. 

10.  Resolved,  That  the  separation  of  the  moneys  of  the 
government  from  banking  institutions  is  indispensable  for 
the  safety  of  the  funds  of  the  government  and  the  rights  of 
the  people. 
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11.  Resolved,  That  the  liberal  principles  embodied  by  Jef¬ 
ferson  in  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  and  sanctioned  in 
the  constitution,  which  makes  ours  the  land  of  liberty  and 
the  asylum  of  the  oppressed  of  every  nation,  have  ever  been 
cardinal  principles  in  the  Democratic  faith;  and  every  at¬ 
tempt  to  abridge  Jhe  privilege  of  becoming  citizens  and  the 
owners  of  the  soil  among  us,  ought  to  be  resisted  with  the 
same  spirit  that  swept  the  alien  and  sedition  laws  from  our 
statute  books. 

12.  Resolved,  That  Congress  has  no  power  under  the  con¬ 
stitution  to  interfere  with,  or  control,  the  domestic  institutions 
of  the  several  states,  and  that  such  states  are  the  sole  and 
proper  judges  of  everything  appertaining  to  their  own  affairs, 
not  prohibited  by  the  constitution ;  that  all  efforts  of  the 
Abolitionists  or  others,  made  to  induce  Congress  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  questions  of  slavery,  or  to  take  incipient  steps  in 
relation  thereto,  are  calculated  to  lead  to  the  most  alarming 
and  dangerous  consequences ;  and  that  all  such  efforts  have 
an  inevitable  tendency  to  diminish  the  happiness  of  the  people, 
and  endanger  the  stability  and  permanency  of  the  Union,  and 
ought  not  to  be  countenanced  by  any  friend  of  our  political 
institutions. 

13.  Resolved,  That  the  foregoing  proposition  covers,  and  is 
intended  to  embrace,  the  whole  subject  of  slavery  agitation  in 
Congress ;  and  therefore  the  Democratic  party  of  the  Union, 
standing  on  this  national  platform,  will  abide  by,  and  adhere 
to,  a  faithful  execution  of  the  acts  known  as  the  Compromise 
measures  settled  by  the  last  Congress,  “  the  act  for  reclaim¬ 
ing  fugitives  from  service  labor  ”  included ;  which  act,  being 
designed  to  carry  out  an  express  provision  of  the  constitu¬ 
tion,  can  not,  with  fidelity  thereto,  be  repealed,  nor  so  changed 
as  to  destroy  or  impair  its  efficiency. 

14.  Resolved,  That  the  Democratic  party  will  resist  all 
attempts  at  renewing  in  Congress,  or  out  of  it,  the  agitation 
of  the  slavery  question,  under  whatever  shape  or  color  the 
attempt  may  be  made. 

15.  Resolved,  That  the  proceeds  of  the  public  lands  ought 
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to  be  sacredly  applied  to  the  national  objects  specified  in  the 
constitution ;  and  that  we  are  opposed  to  any  law  for  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  such  proceeds  among  the  states  as  alike  inexpe¬ 
dient  in  policy  and  repugnant  to  the  constitution. 

16.  Resolved,  That  we  are  decidedly  opposed  to  taking 
from  the  President  the  qualified  veto  power,  by  which  he  is 
enabled,  under  restrictions  and  responsibilities  amply  suffi¬ 
cient  to  guard  the  public  interests,  to  suspend  the  passage 
of  a  bill  whose  merits  can  not  secure  the  approval  of  two- 
thirds  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  until  the 
judgment  of  the  people  can  be  obtained  thereon,  and  which 
has  saved  the  American  people  from  the  corrupt  and  tyran¬ 
nical  domination  of  the  bank  of  the  United  States,  and  from 
a  corrupting  system  of  general  internal  improvements. 

17.  Resolved,  That  the  Democratic  party  will  faithfully 
abide  by  and  uphold  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  Kentucky 
and  Virginia  resolutions  of  1797  and  1798,  and  in  the  report 
of  Mr.  Madison  to  the  Virginia  Legislature  in  1799;  that  it 
adopts  these  principles  as  constituting  one  of  the  main  founda¬ 
tions  of  its  political  creed,  and  is  resolved  to  carry  them  out 
in  their  obvious  meaning  and  import. 

18.  Resolved,  That  the  war  with  Mexico,  upon  all  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  patriotism  and  the  law  of  nations,  was  a  just  and 
necessary  war  on  our  part,  in  which  no  American  citizen 
should  have  shown  himself  opposed  to  his  country,  and  neither 
morally  nor  physically,  by  word  or  deed,  given  aid  and  com¬ 
fort  to  the  enemy. 

19.  Resolved,  That  we  rejoice  at  the  restoration  of  friendly 
relations  with  our  sister  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  earnestly 
desire  for  her  all  the  blessings  and  prosperity  which  we  enjoy 
under  republican  institutions,  and  we  congratulate  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  on  the  results  of  that  war  which  have  so  mani¬ 
festly  justified  the  policy  and  conduct  of  the  Democratic  party, 
and  insured  to  the  United  States  indemnity  for  the  past  and 
security  for  the  future. 

20.  Resolved,  That,  in  view  of  the  condition  of  popular  in¬ 
stitutions  in  the  old  world,  a  high  and  sacred  duty  is  devolved 
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with  increased  responsibility  upon  the  Democracy  of  this 
country,  as  the  party  of  the  people,  to  uphold  and  maintain 
the  rights  of  every  state,  and  thereby  the  union  of  states,  and 
to  sustain  and  advance  among  them  constitutional  liberty,  by 
continuing  to  resist  all  monopolies  and  exclusive  legislation 
for  the  benefit  of  the  few  at  the  expense  of  the  many  and 
by  a  vigilant  and  constant  adherence  of  those  principles  and 
compromises  of  the  constitution  which  are  broad  enough  and 
strong  enough  to  embrace  and  uphold  the  Union  as  it  is,  and 
the  Union  as  it  would  be,  in  the  full  expansion  of  the  energies 
and  capacity  of  this  great  and  progressive  people. 
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1852,  94;  Marcy’s  views,  105; 
Douglas’  views,  113;  Pierce’s 
views,  128 

“  Concord  Cabal,’-’  81,  120 
Congratulatory  Resolutions  of 
of  New  York  Legislature, 
204-5 

Congress,  composition  of  31st 
and  32nd  Senate,  30;  debate 
on  printing  and  Ritchie’s  re¬ 
lief,  35-36;  debate  on  Foote 
resolution,  38-39,  113;  debate 
Fitch,  Jackson,  Hillyer,  Polk 


resolutions,  39-40;  debate  prior 
to  Dem.  Conv.  of  1852,  88-90; 
in  campaign  of  1852,  149;  aids 
Union,  151 

Convention  of  1844,  16-17 
Cooley,  James  E.,  214 
Corcoran,  William  W.,  34 
Corning,  Erastus,  I45n,  173 
Cory,  W.  W„  108 
Creighton,  132 

Crosswell,  Edwin  C.,  21,  46n,  99, 
213 

Cuba,  no,  114,  1 16,  153,  183-4,  193 
Cushing,  Caleb,  81,  163,  216;  op¬ 
posed  to  election  of  Sumner, 
23;  considered  to  edit  N.  Y. 
paper,  67;  in  New  York,  101; 
efforts  for  Pierce,  122-8,  140; 
chosen  for  Pierce’s  cabinet, 
177,  180;  characteristics,  184-5, 
223;  influence  on  patronage 
policy,  I90n;  ukase,  216 
Cutting,  Francis  B.,  67,  95,  99n, 
179 

D 

Dallas,  George  M.,  63,  77,  175 
Davis,  Jefferson,  100,  124,  219; 
enmity  of  Foote,  25;  defeated 
for  Governor  of  Miss.  1851, 
26;  and  Buchanan,  60;  and 
cabinet  position,  175,  181,  i82n; 
characteristics,  184,  223;  sug¬ 
gests  Soule  for  Spain,  193; 
and  John  Y.  Mason,  210; 
drawn  into  Bronson  contro¬ 
versy,  210 

Davis,  John  W„  132,  139,  143 
Dawson,  John  L.,  73,  77,  103 
Dean,  Gilbert  M.,  103,  162 
DeBow,  J.  D.  B.,  191 
Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal,  76 
De  Leon,  Edward,  108 
j  Democracy  (see  Democratic 
Party) 

Democratic  Party,  coalesced 
around  Jackson,  15;  effect 
on  D.  P.  of  bad  economic 
conditions  in  1837,  15;  re¬ 
verse  of  1838,  15;  platform 
of  1840,  15-16;  defeat  in 

1840,  16;  organized  for  1844, 

1 6;  success  in  1844,  17;  free 
soil  wing,  17;  manipulations 
in  California,  18;  numerical 
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strength  in  1850,  19;  fear  of 
defection,  20;  threatened 
disintegration,  20-29;  organ¬ 
ization,  30-31;  and  the  de¬ 
bates  on  the  Compromise, 
36-40;  successful  in  spring 
elections  of  1853,  200 
In  Alabama — 

Many  opposed  to  Compro¬ 
mise,  24;  prominence  in 
Southern  Rights  Associa¬ 
tion,  24;  union  Democrats, 
25;  unity  of  party  shattered, 
25;  and  Buchanan,  72;  con¬ 
vention  of  1852,  72;  split  in 
campaign  of  1852,  160 
In  California — 

Buchanan’s  defeat  in  Cal.,  73 
In  Georgia — 25 
Union  wing  and  Cass,  50; 
split  in  campaign  of  1852, 
*59  . 

In  Illinois,  198,  199 
In  Indiana— 

For  Lane  in  1852,  52;  feud 
in  1853,  199 
In  Kentucky — 

State  convention  of  1852,  87, 
n3 

In  Louisiana- 
State  convention  1852,  51, 
73-4;  appointments,  193 
In  Maine — 24,  80,  81 
In  Maryland — 

Methods  of  choosing  na¬ 
tional  delegates,  3m;  en¬ 
dorses  Cass  1852,  52;  fails 
to  endorse, 

In  Massachusetts — 
Leadership, _  23;  resolutions 
in  Convention  of  1848,  23; 
coalition,  23;  method  of 
choosing  national  delegates, 
3in;  split  in  campaign  of 
1852,  163;  conditions  in  1853, 
215-217 

In  Michigan— 

For  Cass,  1852,  51 
In  Mississippi — 25 
Union  wing  and  Cass,  50; 
and  Buchanan,  71-2;  conven¬ 
tion  of  union  and  southern 
rights  groups  1852,  71 
In  Missouri— 26 

Cass  delegation  1852,  51 


In  New  Hampshire — 

Opposed  to  election  of  John 
P.  Hale,  23;  coalition,  23; 
state  convention  of  1851,  23, 
31,  120;  faithfulness  to  party 
candidate,  80;  “  Concord 

Cabal”,  81;  support  of 
Woodbury,  81-82;  Butler 
and  Pierce  boom,  87,  120- 
121;  state  convention  of 

1852,  120;  state  convention 
of  1833,  200;  resultant  con¬ 
troversy,  200-1 

In  New  Jersey- 
Resolves  in  Cass’  favor  1852, 
52,  76 

In  New  York — 

General  condition,  28;  Con¬ 
vention  1847,  21;  at  national 
convention  of  1848,  21;  split 
■  and  defeat  in  1848,  22;  re¬ 
union  in  1849,  22;  method  of 
choosing  national  delegates, 
31,  96-98;  and  the  presiden¬ 
tial  campaign  of  1852,  43-52, 
92-106;  state  convention  of 
1851,  92;  Douglas  in  New 
York,  44,  95-98,  no;  apathy 
in  campaign  of  1852,  161- 
163;  and  the  cabinet  choice, 
I7i-3.  178-9;  casting  elec¬ 
toral  vote,  1852,  173;  distri¬ 
bution  of  patronage,  192; 
breakup  of  party  in  1853, 
202-215;  loss  of  election 

1853, _  217-8. 

In  Ohio — 24 

Delegates  to  national  con¬ 
vention  of  1852,  3m;  Miamis 
and  Sawbucks,  199 

In  Pennsylvania — 

Convention  Reading,  June  4, 
1851,  62;  Convention  Har¬ 
risburg,  June  11,  62;  Con¬ 
vention  _  March  4,  1852,  73; 
and  cabinet  choice,  174,  179; 
appointment,  193 

In  Tennessee — 

Buchanan  and  Douglas  in 
Tenn.,  71,  113,  124-5 

In  Virginia — 

Delegates  to  convention  of 
t852,  3in;  and  Buchanan,  68- 
70,  74-76;  meeting  of  dele¬ 
gates  at  Richmond,  69;  state 
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convention  1852,  75;  Doug¬ 
las  in  Va.,  no 

Democratic  Platform  of  1852, 
144,  189-90,  197,  224-5 
Democratic  Review,  89,  114-6 
Detroit  Free  Press,  48-64 
Dickinson,  Daniel  S.,  21,  98,  103; 
defeat  for  re-election  to  Sen¬ 
ate  1851,  22;  and  new  Union 
party,  27;  supports  Cass,  43- 
52;  relations  with  Marcy,  43- 
52,  106;  attitude  toward  barn¬ 
burners,  43-52;  and  Virginia, 
46;  at  Nat.  Conv.,  1852,  130, 
I33n,  134-44,  I45n;  and  cabinet 
position,  172,  179;  appointed 
collector  of  port  of  N.  Y.,  192; 
declines,  192,  202;  publicity 
given  his  views,  209 
Dix,  John  A.,  radical  New  York 
Democrat,  21;  favors  Hous¬ 
ton,  83;  speech  at  Newburgh 
1852,  150,  156;  and  cabinet 

position,  172-174,  178,  180-1; 
appointed  sub-treasurer,  192, 
198;  and  French  Mission,  193, 
208-209;  letters  to  Garvin, 
208-9;  resigns  sub-treasury, 
212 

Dobbin,  James  C.,  in  Natl. 
Conv.  1852,  139,  143;  for  cabi¬ 
net,  180,  182;  characteristics, 
185,  222 

Dodge,  Henry,  135 
Donaldson,  C.  H.,  83 
Donelson,  Andrew  J.,  Editor  of 
the  Union,  33-36 
Douglas,  Stephen  A.,  30,  75n; 
opinion  on  slavery,  18;  charges 
against  Ritchie,  32;  Cass’  at¬ 
titude  toward  his  campaign  in 
West,  43;  work  of  his  friends 
in  N.  Y.  City,  44,  95-8;  and 
Cass  in  the  West,  51-52;  in 
Tennessee,  71;  and  Hunter  in 
Va.,  74;  urged  withdraw  in 
favor  of  Buchanan,  77;  candi¬ 
dacy  in  N.  Y.,  95-98,  iio-iii; 
campaign  for  presidential 
nomination,  107-118;  and 
claims,  109;  in  Virginia,  no; 
and  Cuba,  no,  114;  in  New 
England,  112;  and  Kossuth, 
113-114;  at  Natl.  Conv.  of 
1852,  130,  134-44;  in  campaign 


of  1852,  151,  153;  recommen¬ 
dations  for  appointment,  198- 
99 

Downs,  Solomon  U.,  102,  191,  197 

E 

Eames,  Charles,  95,  100,  151,  196 
Edgerton,  A.  P.,  148 
Election  of  1852,  167-8 
Empire  Club,  in 
Ewing,  Thomas,  24 

F 

Fay,  Theodore  S.,  191 
Felch,  Alpheus,  43,  145 
Fine,  Judge,  130 
Fitch,  Graham  N.,  39 
Fitchburg  Seceders,  163,  215 
Flagg,  Azariah  C.,  21,  92,  95,  162 
Floyd,  John  B.,  68,  133,  135,  180 
Floyd,  John  G.,  105 
Foote,  Henry  S.,  197,  198,  219; 
enmity  of  Jefferson  Davis,  25; 
Support  of  Compromise,  25; 
candidate  for  Governor  1851, 
26;  failure  to  be  elected  to  the 
Senate,  26;  signs  union  pledge 
of  1851,  27;  resolution  on  the 
Compromise,  38-39;  support  of 
Cass,  50;  requests  Buchanan’s 
endorsement  of  Compromise, 
58 

Forney,  John  W.,  talked  of  as 
editor  of  Union,  33;  supporter 
of  Buchanan,  33,  48,  55,  63; 
attacks  Cass,  64;  and  N.  Y. 
paper,  67,  2o6n;  elected  Clerk 
of  House,  70,  102;  member 
resident  committee,  148,  165; 
edits  Union,  152 
Fowler,  Isaac  V.,  44 
Frazer,  Reah,  61,  63,  73 
Free  Soil  Party,  22 
French,  Benjamin  B.,  123,  140, 
147,  148 

Fugitive  Slave  Law,  in  Scott 
letter,  46n;  Cass  and  F.  S.  L., 
48,  64;  Buchanan  and  F.  S.  L., 
59,  64;  Douglas  and  F.  S.  L., 
64,  1 13;  Dickinson  and  F.  S. 
L„  64;  Pierce  and  F.  S.  L.,  156 

G 

Gadsden,  James,  197 
Galphin  Case,  153 
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Gardner,  Addison,  95 
General  Buchanan  New  York 
Committee,  68n 
Gentry,  M.  P.,  164 
George,  John  H.,  165,  170,  200 
George,  Paul  R.,  101,  122,  165, 

177,  180 

Georgia  Platform,  25 
Gilmore,  Alfred,  55,  70,  73.  74. 
76,  77 

Glossbrenner,  Adam  J.,  70 
Gorman,  Willis  A.,  191 
Granite  Clubs,  150 
Greer  Correspondence,  83 
Greer,  N.  C.,  83 
Gregg,  David  L.,  199 
Greene,  Charles  G.,  23,  47,  81, 
163,  175,  I9B  215 
Grund,  Francis  J.,  126 
Guthrie,  James,  for  cabinet,  180, 
182;  characteristics,  184,  222; 
Bronson  controversy,  203n, 
209-212 

Gwin,  Wm.  M.,  27,  148,  176,  191 

H 

Hale,  John  P.,  23,  60,  159 
Hallett,  Benj.  F.,  23,  47,  81,  83, 
215;  and  Burke,  1852,  126-7;  at 
Natl.  Conv.  of  1852,  131;  dis¬ 
trict  attorney  for  Mass.,  191 
Hamilton,  A.  Boyd,  35,  152 
Hamlin,  Hannibal,  24,  81,  82,  86 
Hard  Shells  of  New  York  Dem¬ 
ocracy,  opposition  to  barn¬ 
burners,  22,  92;  support  of 
Cass  in  1851-2,  43-52,  95-106; 
rebellion  in  1853,  202-215 
Hards  (see  Hard  Shells) 

Harris,  Arnold,  35,  35n 
Harris,  Wm.  A.,  140 
Harvie,  Lewis  E.,  66 
Hawthorne,  Nathaniel,  191 
Hebbe,  G.  C„  149 
Heiss,  John  P.,  35 
Henshaw,  David,  23 
Hibbard,  Harry,  70,  123,  165 
Hillyer,  Junius,  39 
Hobbie,  Selah  R.,  191 
Houston,  Samuel,  180;  and 
Presidential  nomination  1851- 
52,  82-4;  and  Greer  corres¬ 
pondence,  23;  and  temperance, 
84;  age,  107;  in  Natl.  Conv. 
1852,  135 


Hubbard,  70 

Hughes,  Archbishop,  i54n 
Hunker  Democrats,  faction  in 
Democratic  party,  18;  opinion 
on  slavery,  18;  support  Com¬ 
promise,  19,  20;  in  New  York, 
21-22;  attitude  toward  Pierce 
appointments,  198 
Hunter,  R.  M.  T.,  31,  35,  105; 
and  Vice  -  Presidency  and 
Douglas,  74,  no;  and  cabinet 
position,  176-8,  180 

I 

Inauguration  1853,  183 
Irwin,  139 

Issues  of  Campaign  of  1852, 
153-9 

J 

Jackson,  Andrew,  14,  79 
Jackson,  Henry  A.,  196,  197 
Jackson,  Joseph  W.,  39 
Jefferson  Union,  149 
Jewett,  Simeon  B.,  95 
Johnson,  Cave,  55,  66,  77,  104 
Johnson,  Robert  W„  37 
Jones,  G.  W.,  37,  198 
Jones,  J.  Glancy,  55 
Julian,  George  W.,  159 

K 

Kelly,  John,  162 
King,  John  P„  181 
King,  Preston,  79,  88,  105,  210 
King,  William  R.  31;  appear¬ 
ance,  54;  friend  of  Buchanan, 
54,  60,  77;  advice  to  Buchanan, 
57.  69,  74;  nominated  for 

pres,  in  Al.,  72;  receives  Vice- 
Presidential  nomination,  144; 
death,  14411 

Kossuth,  Louis,  49-50,  113,  1490 

L 

Lally,  Col.,  128 
Lancaster  rally,  73 
Lane,  Harriet,  55,  62 
Lane,  Joseph,  52,  134,  143 
Law,.  George,  99,  no,  in,  161 
Lawrence,  Amos,  171 
Leake,  Shelton  K.,  195 
Lester,  C.  Edwards,  148 


INDEX 


245 


•245] 

Lobby,  108-109,  no 
Lord,  N.,  133 
Ludlow,  William  H.,  208 
Lynch,  David,  55,  62,  75,  76 

M 

McClelland,  Robert,  and  cabinet 
position,  181-2,  i86n;  charac¬ 
teristics,  185-6,  222 
MacDonald,  Charles  J.,  25,  159 
McKeon,  John,  93,  104 
McLane,  Louis,  181 
McLane,  Robert,  147,  162 
Maine  Law,  84,  155 
Marcy,  William  L.,  prominent 
hunker,  18,  21;  his  aid  sought 
in  starting  N.  Y.  paper,  35; 
relations  with  Dickinson,  44- 
45;  relations  with  New  York 
city  manipulators,  44-45;  ad¬ 
vice  to  Buchanan,  57;  Slidell’s 
efforts  with  M.  to  gain  his 
support  for  Buchanan,  67; 
campaign  for  presidential 
nomination  1852,  92-106;  char¬ 
acteristics,  92-93;  presides 
over  ratification  meeting  1851, 
94;  confers  with  Buchanan,  94; 
age,  107;  meets  Douglas,  111; 
at  Natl.  Conv.  of  1852,  130, 
134-144;  and  cabinet  position, 
172,  181-4,  223;  protests  Soule’s 
appointment,  193;  and  rebel¬ 
lion  in  N.  Y.  in  1853,  202-215; 
on  free-soilers,  214 
Marshall,  E.  S.,  116,  181 
Mason,  Charles,  140 
Mason,  James  M.,  31,  35,  102, 
103,  178,  192 

Mason,  John  Y.,  leader  of  elder 
Virginia  Democracy.  70;  in¬ 
vites  Buchanan  to  Richmond, 
74;  advises  Buchanan  on  Scott 
letter,  77;  consulted  by  Marcy 
on  Scott  letter,  104;  advice  on 
diplomatic  appointments,  194; 
appointment  to  French  Mis¬ 
sion,  209-210 

Meade,  Richard  K„  105,  194 
Medary,  Samuel,  180,  199 
Medill,  William,  181 
Minot,  Josiah,  170 
Montgomery  Advertiser ,  66 
Morsell,  R.  T.,  148 


N 

Nabers,  133 

Nashville  Convention,  24,  33,  35 
National  Committee  of  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party,  30,  147 
National  Democratic  Conven¬ 
tion  of  1852,  129-146 
National  Era,  156 
Neve  Hampshire  Patriot,  171,  201 
Neiv  York  Evening  Post,  88,  147, 
149,  202 

New  York  Herald,  50,  83,  94,  104, 
121,  125,  156,  158,  193,  209-210, 
218 

New  York  Morning  Star,  68n 
New  York  Tribune,  154 
New  York  Young  Men’s  Demo¬ 
cratic  Club,  218 

Nicholson,  A.  O.  P.,  176-7,  181, 
196 

Nicholson  letter,  42,  48-9,  55 
Norris,  Moses,  Jr.,  123 

O 

Old  Fogies,  107,  154 
O’Conor,  Charles,  67,  208,  211 
O’Sullivan,  John  L.,  108,  202- 
203,  212 

Owen,  Robert  D.,  195 

P 

Parker,  John  A.,  friend  of  Bu¬ 
chanan,  55,  75,  76;  influence 
on  H.  A.  Wise,  68 
Patronage  distribution,  187-220 
Payne,  132 

Peaslee,  Charles  H.,  70,  81  120, 
123,  161-2,  165,  170,  174.  177, 
180,  191,  195,  200 
Penn,  A.  H.,  77,  148,  165 
Pettit,  John,  199 
Philadelphia  Ledger,  126 
Philips,  Philip,  132 
Pierce,  Franklin,  opposed  to 
election  of  John  P.  Hale,  23; 
bolts  state  nomination  of  1851, 
23;  backs  Woodbury  1851,  81; 
spoken  of  for  Vice-Pres.  with 
Butler,  87,  119-121;  presented 
by  N.  H.  Conv.  in  1852,  120; 
declines,  120;  characteristics, 
1 19-120,  221-2;  places  his  can¬ 
didacy  in  friends’  hands,  123; 
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nominated,  137-146;  notified 
of  his  nomination,  145-6; 
charges  against  Pierce,  154-7; 
during  the  campaign,  165-168; 
problems  when  elected,  169; 
choice  of  his  cabinet,  169-186; 
tragic  death  of  his  son,  178; 
leaves  Concord,  182;  inaugu¬ 
ration,  183;  policy  on  patron¬ 
age,  189-90 

Pierce,  Mrs.  Franklin,  1 19-120, 
145,  178,  222 
Plitt,  George  W.,  55 
Pillow,  Gideon  J.,  1;  and  Doug¬ 
las  in  Tenn.,  71,  113;  quarrel 
with  Scott,  124;  activities  be¬ 
fore  Natl.  Conv.  of  1852,  124-6 
Polk,  James  K.,  17 
Polk,  Mrs.  James  K.,  77 
Polk,  William  H.,  37,  116,  152, 
181 

Porter,  David  R.,  62,  74,  75,  175 
Powell,  Lazarus  W.,  86,  180 
Pryor,  Roger  A.,  152,  196 
Pruyn,  R.  V.  L.,  179 
Purdy,  Elijah  F.,  44,  95,  9911 

Q 

Quitman,  John  F.,  100,  124,  161 

R 

Rantoul,  Robert,  Jr.,  133-134,  147 
Redfield,  Heman  J.,  192,  212 
Reilly,  T.  DeWitt,  108 
Resident  Committee,  147,  165 
Richardson,  W.  A.,  115 
Richmond,  Dean,  95 
Ritchie,  Thomas,  withdrawal  as 
editor  and  proprietor  of  the 
Union,  32-36;  claim  in  Con¬ 
gress,  32-36;  opposition  of 
Wise,  68;  indemnified,  152 
Rives,  John  C.,  refuses  to  be¬ 
come  partner  in  Union,  34 
Robinson,  133 

Rusk,  Thomas  J.,  31,  102,  152, 
192;  signs  union  pledge  of 
IS5i,  27;  supports  Houston,  84 

S 

Sanders,  George  N.,  108,  161; 
character,  89;  opposition  to 
Butler,  89;  editor  of  Demo¬ 
cratic  Review,  89;  abuses  ‘ 
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Marcy,  102;  and  Hunter,  no; 
and  Law,  in;  and  Douglas, 
113-116;  appointed  consul  at 
London,  205 
Sanders,  Lewis,  89 
Saunders,  Romulus  M.,  131,  141 
Savannah  Georgian,  66 
Schell,  Augustus  M.,  44,  97,  172* 
202 

Scott  letter,  46,  46n;  Cass’  reply, 
48;  Buchanan’s  reply,  77;. 
Marcy’s  reply,  104 
Scott,  Robert  G.  (see  also  Scott 
Letter),  195 

Scott,  Winfield,  124,  155,  157-8 
Seddon,  James  A.,  68 
Sedgwick,  Theodore,  67 
Sentinel,  218 

Seward,  William  H.,  164 
Seymour,  Horatio,  21,  99;  seeks 
to  unite  N.  Y.  Democracy  in 
1849,  22;  delegate  at  large  to 
'Natl.  Conv.,  101;  in  Washing¬ 
ton  1852,  102-104;  interest  in 
Marcy’s  appointment  to  cabi¬ 
net,  173;  and  Bronson  contro¬ 
versy,  213 

Seymour,  Thos.  L.,  124,  126,  143,. 
1.95 

Shields,  James,  176,  199 
Sickles,  Daniel  E.,  activity  on 
behalf  of  Cass  and  Douglas* 
44-45;  relations  with  Marcy, 
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The  University  includes  the  following  : 

Columbia  College,  founded  in  1754,  and  Barnard  College,  founded  in 
1889,  offering  to  men  and  women,  respectively,  programs  of  study  which  may 
be  begun  either  in  September  or  February  and  which  lead  normally  in  from  three 
to  four  years  to  the  degree  of  Bachelor  of  Arts.  The  program  of  study  in  Co¬ 
lumbia  College  makes  it  possible  for  a  qualified  student  to  satisfy  the  requirements 
for  both  the  bachelor’s  degree  and  a  professional  degree  in  law,  medicine,  mining, 
engineering,  chemistry,  or  architecture  in  six  years. 

The  non-professional  graduate  Faculties  of  Political  Science,  Philosophy  and 
Pure  Science,  offering  advanced  programs  of  study  and  investigation  leading  to 
the  degrees  of  Master  of  Arts  and  Doctor  of  Philosophy. 

The  Professional  Schools  of  : 

Law,  established  in  1858,  offering  courses  leading  to  the  degrees  of  Bachelor  of 
Laws,  Master  of  Laws  and  Doctor  of  Law. 

Medicine.  The  College  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  established  in  1807,  offering 
courses  leading  to  the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Medicine. 

Mines,  founded  in  1863,  offering  courses  leading  to  the  degrees  of  Engineer  ot 
Mines  and  Metallurgical  Engineer. 

Chemistry  and  Engineering,  set  apart  from  School  of  Mines  in  1896,  offering 
courses  leading  to  degrees  in  Civil,  Electrical,  Mechanical,  Chemical  and 
Industrial  Engineering. 

Teachers  College,  founded  in  1888,  offering  in  its  School  of  Education  courses 
leading  to  appropriate  diplomas  and  the  degree  of  Bachelor  of  Science  in 
Education  ;  in  its  School  of  Practical  Arts  courses  leading  to  the  degree  of 
Bachelor  of  Science  in  Practical  Arts ;  and  in  both  faculties  courses  leading 
to  the  degrees  of  Master  of  Arts  and  Master  of  Science. 

Architecture,  offering  a  program  of  indeterminate  length  leading  to  the  degrees 
of  Bachelor  of  Architecture  and  Master  of  Science. 

Journalism,  founded  in  1912,  offering  courses  leading  to  the  degrees  of  Bachelor 
of  Literature  in  Journalism  and  Master  of  Science. 

Business,  founded  in  1916,  offering  coursess  in  business  training  leading  to  the 
degrees  of  Bachelor  of  Science  and  Master  of  Science. 

Dentistry,  founded  in  1917,  offering  courses  leading  to  the  degrees  of  Doctor 
of  Dental  Surgery. 

Pharmacy.  The  New  York  College  of  Pharmacy,  founded  in  1831,  offering 
courses  leading  to  the  degrees  of  Pharmaceutical  Chemist,  Bachelor  of 
Science  in  Pharmacy  and  Doctor  of  Pharmacy. 

In  the  Summer  Session  the  University  offers  courses  giving  both  general  and 
professional  training  which  may  be  taken  either  with  or  without  regard  to  an 
aicademic  degree  or  diploma. 

Through  its  system  of  University  Extension  the  University  offers  many  courses 
of  study  to  persons  unable  otherwise  to  receive  academic  training. 

Home  Study  courses  carrying  no  academic  credit  are  offered  to  persons  unable 
to  attend  courses  conducted  at  the  University. 

The  Institute  of  Arts  and  Sciences  provides  lectures,  concerts,  readings  and 
recitals — approximately  two  hundred  and  fifty  in  number  in  a  single  season. 

The  price  of  the  University  Catalogue  is  twenty-five  cents  postpaid.  Detailed 
information  regarding  the  wrork  in  any  department  will  be  furnished  without 
charge  upon  application  to  the  Secretary  of  Columbia  University,  New  hoik, 
N.  Y. 
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Munroe  Smith,  LL.D.,  Professor  of  European  l  egal  History.  E.  R.  A.  Seligman, 
LL.D.,  Professor  of  Political  Economy.  J.  B.  Moore,  LL.D.,  Professor  of  Interna¬ 
tional  Law.  F.  H.  Giddings,  LL.D.,  Professor  of  Sociology.  H.  R.  Seager,  Ph,D.: 
Professor  of  Political  Economy.  H.  L  Moore,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Political  Economy 
W.  R.  Shepherd,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  History.  J.  T.  Shotwell,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of 
History.  V  G.  Simkhovitch,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Economic  History',  H.  Johnson, 
A.  M.,  Professor  of  History.  S.  McC.  Lindsay,  LL.D.,  Professor  of  Social  Legisla¬ 
tion.  C.  T.  H.  Hayes,  LL.D.,  Professor  of  History.  A.  A.  Tenney,  Ph.D.,  Assistant 
Professor  of  Sociology  R.  L.  Schuyler,  Ph.D.,  Associate  Professor  of  History.  R. 
E.  Chaddock,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Statistics.  D  S.  Muzzey,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  His¬ 
tory.  T.  R  Powell,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Constitutional  Law.  W.  W.  Rockwell, 
Ph.D.,  Associate  Professor  of  Church  Plistory  in  Union  Theological  Seminary.  H  L. 
McBain,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Municipal  Science.  B  B.  Kendrick,  Ph.D.,  Associate 
Professor  of  History.  C.  D.  Hazen,  Litt.D.,  Professor  of  History.  Roswell  C.  McCrea, 
Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Economics.  Henry  Parker  Willis,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Banking. 
T.  I.  Parkinson,  LL.B.,  Professor  of  Legislation.  Dixon  R.  Fox,  Ph.D.,  Associate 
Professor  of  Histoiy.  F.  J.  Foakes  Jackson,  D.D.,  Professor  of  Christian  Institutions 
in  Union  Theological  Seminary.  W,  F.  Ogburn,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Sociology.  Austin 
P.  Evans,  Ph.D.,  Assistant  Professor  of  History.  Lindsay  Rogers,  Ph.D.,  Associate 
Professor  of  Government.  Wesley  C.  Mitchell,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Economics.  J.  P. 
Chamberlain,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Public  Law.  E.  B  Greene,  Ph.D.,  Profess  ir  of 
History.  S.  A.  Korfi,  LL.D,,  Professor  of  History.  W.  L.  Westerman,  Ph.D.,  Pro¬ 
fessor  of  History.  H.  B.  Yntema,  S.J.D.,  Assistant  Professor  in  Roman  Law  and 
Comparative  Jurisprudence. 


SCHEME  OF  INSTRUCTION 

Courses  are  offered  under  the  following  departments:  (i)  History,  (2)  Public  Law 
and  Comparative  Jurisprudence,  (3)  Economics,  (4)  Social  Science. 

GENERAL  COURSES 

Genera!  courses  involve  on  the  part  of  the  student  work  outside  of  the  classroom  ; 
but  no  such  course  involves  extensive  investigation  to  be  presented  in  essay  or  other  form. 

History,  twenty-three  general  courses.  Public  Law  and  Comparative  Jurisprudence, 
fifteen  general  courses.  Economics,  fifteen  general  courses.  Social  Science,  five  gen 
eral  courses. 

RESEARCH  COURSES 

Research  courses  vary  widely  in  method  and  content;  but  every  such  course  involves 
on  the  part  of  the  student  extensive  work  outside  the  classroom. 

History,  fourteen  research  courses.  Public  Law  and  Comparative  Jurisprudence, 
six  research  courses  Economics,  six  research  courses.  Social  Science,  six  research 
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The  degrees  of  A.M.  and  Ph.D.  are  given  to  students  who  fulfill  the  requirements  pre¬ 
scribed.  (For  particulars,  see  Columbia  University  Bulletins  of  Information,  Faculty  of 
Political  Science.)  Any  person  not  a  candidate  for  a  degree  may  attend  any  of  the  courses 
at  any  time  by  payment  of  a  proportional  fee.  Ten  or  more  Cutting  fellowships  of  $1000 
each  or  more,  four  University  fellowships  of  $750  each,  two  or  three  Gilder  fellow¬ 
ships  of  $650-1800  each,  the  Schiff  fellowship  of  $600,  the  Curtis  fellowship  of  $6oo, 
the  Garth  fellowship  of  $650  and  a  number  of  University  scholarships  of  $240  each  are 
awarded  to  applicants  who  give  evidence  of  special  fitness  to  pursue  advanced  studies. 
Several  prizes  of  from  550  to  $250  are  awarded.  The  library  contains  over  700,000 
volumes  and  students  have  access  to  other  great  collections  in  the  city. 
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STUDIES  IN  ADMINISTRATION. 

The  System  of  Financial  Administration  of  Great  Britain.  By 

W.  P  .  W illoughby,  W .  W .  Willoughby,  and  S.  M.  Lindsay.  378  pp.  $3. 

The  Budget.  By  Rene  Stourm.  648  pp.  $4. 
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The  Movement  for  Budgetary  Reform  in  the  States.  By  W.  F. 
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Teachers’  Pension  Systems  in  the  United  States.  By  Paul  Stu- 
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Organized  Efforts  for  the  Improvement  of  Methods  of  Admin¬ 
istration  in  the  United  States.  By  Gustavus  A.  Weber.  408  pp.  $3. 

The  Federal  Service:  A  Study  of  the  System  of  Personnel  Ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  United  Government.  By  Lewis  Mayers.  624 
PP-  $5- 

The  Reorganization  of  the  Administrative  Branch  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Government.  By  W.  F.  Willoughby.  314  pp.  $3. 

PRINCIPLES  OF  ADMINISTRATION. 

Principles  Governing  the  Retirement  of  Public  Employees.  By- 
Lewis  Meriam.  508  pp.  #3. 

Principles  of  Government  Purchasing.  By  Arthur  G.  Thomas.  290 
PP-  $3- 

Principles  of  Government  Accounting  and  Reporting.  By  Fran¬ 
cis  Oakey,  C.  P.  A.  582  pp.  $5. 

Principles  of  Personnel  Administration.  By  Arthur  W.  Procter. 
256  PP-  $3- 

SERVICE  MONOGRAPHS  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT,  giving  in  detail  the  history,  activities,  publi¬ 
cation*,  etc.,  of  the  several  Administrative  Federal  Services. 
Thirty-three  volumes  have  been  issued  or  are  in  press.  A 
list  of  titles  will  be  sent  on  request. 
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China  at  the  Conference 

BY 

W,  W.  WILLOUGHBY 

Professor  of  Political  Science  at  The  Johns  Kopkins  University 

Octavo.  435  pages.  Price  $3.00 

This  volume,  in  the  form  of  a  semi-official  report,  will 
take  its  place  along  side  the  author’s  well-known  work 
“Foreign  Rights  and  Interests  in  China,”  and  will  give 
the  reader  an  accurate  statement  of  the  results  of  the 
recent  Conference  at  Washington. 

Besides  chapters  explaining  the  reasons  for  the  discus¬ 
sion  by  the  Powers  of  the  political  and  international  situa¬ 
tion  in  the  Far  East,  describing  the  organization  and  pro¬ 
cedure  of  the  Conference,  and  estimating  its  results,  there 
are  chapters  dealing  severally  with  each  of  the  important 
subjects  discussed  in  the  Conference  and  regarding  which 
Treaties  or  Resolutions  were  adopted.  In  an  Appendix 
the  texts  are  given  of  these  important  documents. 

Inasmuch  as,  with  the  exception  of  a  part  of  a  single 
session  Avhich  was  devoted  to  the  situation  in  Siberia,  the 
entire  work  of  the  Conference  so  far  as  it  dealt  with  polit¬ 
ical  questions  in  the  Pacific  and  Far  East,  was  concerned 
with  the  affairs  of  China,  the  present  volume  gives,  in 
effect,  a  comprehensive  account  of  the  work  of  that  Con¬ 
ference.  In  order  that  it  may  be  quite  complete  in  this 
respect  there  is  given  in  the  Appendix  the  statements 
made — there  were  no  discussions — with  reference  to  the 
Siberian  situation. 
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WORLD  ORGANIZATION  AS  AFFECTED  BY  THE  NATURE  OF  THE 
MODERN  STATE.  By  David  Jayne  Hill,  LL.D.,  late  American  Ambas¬ 
sador  to  Germany.  Pp.  ix  — )—  214.  Reprinted  with  new  Preface. 

THE  GENIUS  OF  THE  COMMON  LAW.  By  the  Right  Honorable  Sir  Fred¬ 
erick  Pollock,  Bart.,  D.C.L.,  LL.D.  Pp.  vii-f  141. 

THE  MECHANICS  OF  LAW  MAKING.  By  Courtenay  Ilbert,  G.  C.  B., 
Clerk  of  the  House  of  Commons.  Pp.  viii  -j-  209. 

LAW  AND  ITS  ADMINISTRATION.  By  Harlan  F.  Stone,  LL.D.,  Dean  of 
the  School  of  Law,  Columbia  University.  Pp.  vii  -|-  232. 

AMERICAN  CITY  PROGRESS  AND  THE  LAW.  By  Howard  Lee  Mc- 
Bain,  Ph.D.,  Eaton  Professor  of  Municipal  Science  and  Administration,  Co¬ 
lumbia  University.  Pp.  viii  -)-  269. 

Uniformly  bound,  12mo,  cloth.  Each,  $2.00  net. 


THE  AMERICAN  COLONIES  IN  THE  EIGHTEENTH  CENTURY.  By  Her¬ 
bert  L.  Osgood,  Ph.D.,  late  Professor  of  History  in  Columbia  University.  In 
four  volumes,  8vo,  cloth.  550  pages  each.  $5.00  per  volume. 

THE  LEAGUE  OF  NATIONS  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  ADDRESSES.  By 

William  D.  Guthrie,  Member  of  the  New  York  Bar.  8vo,  cloth,  pp.  ix  -j- 
383.  $2.00  net. 

RECENT  CHANGES  IN  CONSTITUTIONAL  THEORY  IN  THE  UNITED 
STATES.  By  John  W.  Burgess,  Emeritus  Professor  of  Political  Science 
and  Constitutional  Law,  Columbia  University.  i2mo,  cloth.  $2.00  net. 
MARXISM  VERSUS  SOCIALISM.  By  Vladimir  G.  Simkhovitch,  Ph.D., 
Professor  of  Economic  History,  Columbia  University.  i2mo,  cloth,  pp.  xvi  -f- 
298,  $2.00  net. 
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HELLENIC  CIVILIZATION.  By  G.  W.  Botsford,  Ph.D.  and  E.  G.  Sihler,. 
Ph.D.  8vo,  cloth,  pp.  719.  $4.00  net. 

THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  FRANKS  BY  GREGORY  BISHOP  OF  TOURS . 
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THE  BOOK  OF  THE  POPES  (LIBER  PONTIFICALIS).  Translated  with  an 
introduction.  By  Louise  Ropes  Loomis,  Ph.D.  8vo,  cloth,  pp.  xxii  -J-  169. 
$2.50  net. 

AN  INTRODUCTION  TO  THE  HISTORY  OF  HISTORY.  By  James  T. 
Shotwell,  Professor  of  History  in  Columbia  University.  8vo,  cloth,  pp.  xii  -(- 
339.  $4.00  net. 

THE  LITERATURE  OF  THE  OLD  TESTAMENT  IN  ITS  HISTORICAL 
DEVELOPMENT.  By  Julius  A.  Bewer,  Professor  of  Old  Testament  Ex¬ 
egesis  in  Union  Theological  Seminary.  8vo,  cloth,  pp.  xiv  -\-  452.  $5.00  net . 
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THE  VILLAGE  LABOURER,  1760-1832:  A  Study  in  the  Government  of  Eng¬ 
land  before  the  Reform  Bill.  By  J.  L.  and  Barbara  Hammond.  8vo.  $2.25 
net. 

“  There  is  not  a  chapter  in  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hammond’s  book  which  fails  to  throw 
new  light  on  enclosures  or  on  the  administration  of  the  poor  laws  and  the  game 
laws,  and  on  the  economic  and  social  conditions  of  the  period.  ...  A  few  other 
studies  of  governing  class  rule  before  1867  as  searchingly  analytical  as  Mr. 
and  Airs.  Hammond’s  book  will  do  much  to  weaken  this  tradition  and  to  make 
imperative  much  recasting  of  English  History  from  1688.”— 

— Am.  Political  Science  Review. 

THE  TOWN  LABOURER,  1760-1832:  The  New  Civilization.  By  J.  L.  Ham¬ 
mond  and  Barbara  Hammond,  Authors  of  ”  The  Village  Labourer.  1760-1832  : 
A  Study  in  the  Government  of  England  before  the  Reform  Bill.”  8vo. 
$2.25  net. 

This  volume  is  the  first  part  of  a  study  of  the  Industrial  Revolution.  It 
will  be  completed  by  another  volume  giving  in  detail  the  history  of  the  work¬ 
people  in  various  industries,  with  a  full  account  of  the  Luddite  rising  and  of 
the  disturbances  connected  with  the  adventures  of  the  agent  provocateur  Oliver. 

“Never  has  the  story  been  told  with  such  masterly  precision,  or  with 
such  illuminating  reference  to  the  original  sources  of  the  time,  as  in  this  book 
....  The  perspective  and  proportion  are  so  perfect  that  the  life  of  a  whole 
era,  analyzed  searchingly  and  profoundly,  passes  before  your  eyes  as  you  read.” 
—  The  Dial. 

“  A  brilliant  and  important  achievement.  '  The  Town  Labourer’  will  rank 
as  an  indispensable  source  of  revelation  and  of  inspiration.”—  The  Nation 
(London). 

ENGLISH  PRISONS  UNDER  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT.  By  Sidney  and  Bea¬ 
trice  Webb.  With  Preface  by  Bernard  Shaw.  8vo.  $5.00  net. 

This  detailed  history  of  Prison  Administration  from  the  Seventeenth  to  the 
Twentieth  Century,  uniform  with  the  authors’ other  books  on  English  Local 
Government,  supplies  the  historical  background  for  the  companion  volume, 
English  Prisons  To-day ,  being  the  Report  of  the  Prison  System  Inquiry  Commit¬ 
tee ,  The  characteristic  Preface  by  Bernard  Shaw,  extending  to  over  70  pages, 
discusses  the  Theory  of  Punishment  and  propounds  a  revolutionary  change  in 
the  treatment  of  criminals. 

ENGLISH  PRISONS  TO-DAY  :  Being  the  Report  of  the  Prison  System  Inquiry 
Committee.  Edited  by  Stephen  Hobhouse,  M.A.,  and  A.  Fenner  Brockway. 
With  6  Illustrations.  8vo.  $8.50  net. 

In  the  First  part  of  the  Report  a  detailed  description  is  given  of  the  Eng¬ 
lish  Prison  System  as  it  is  operating  to-day.  In  the  Second  Part  a  description 
is  given  of  the  mental  and  moral  effects  of  imprisonment.  The  conclusions  of 
the  Committee  are  based  upon  evidence  received  from  prison  officials,  work¬ 
ers  among  discharged  prisoners,  and  ex-prisoners  of  many  types,  supple¬ 
mented  by  a  study  of  official  and  unofficial  literature. 

THE  HUMAN  FACTOR  IN  BUSINESS.  By  B.  Seebohm  Rowntree,  Author 
of  "Industrial  Unrest:  A  Way  Out,”  “Poverty:  A  Study  of  Town  Life,” 
“How  the  Labourer  Lives,”  “The  Human  Needs  of  Labour,”  etc.  Crown 
8vo.  $2.00  net.  1 

“  Seebohm  Rowntree’s  Human  Factor  in  Business  is  a  good  example  of 
the  attitude  taken  by  the  benevolent  employer  of  high  moral  integrity  ;  it  un¬ 
derstands  the  whole  human  problem — except  the  humanity.  It  is  better,  I 
think,  than  most  American  employers’  accounts  cf  their  workers’ needs  ;  but 
it  is  a  purely  external  view  of  the  workers’  psychology.”— Harold  J.  Laski  in 
The  Survey. 
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THE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  INDUSTRIAL  ENTERPRISES. 
With  Special  Reference  to  Factory  Practice.  By  Edward  IX 
Jones,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Commerce  and  Industry,  University  of  Mich¬ 
igan.  With  Illustrations  and  Bibliographies.  Large  i2mo.  #2.35 
net ,  ( Seventh  Impression).  J 

1  o  the  head  of  any  industrial  organiz  ation,  and  especially  to  the  executives  of  those 
which  have  not  long  been  created  and  are  still  faced  with  many  of  the  problems  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  volume,  it  should  be  particularly  useful.”—  Wall  Street  Journal. 

THE  WORKS  MANAGER  TO-DAY  :  An  Address  Prepared  for 
a  Series  of  Private  Gatherings  of  Works  Managers.  By  Sidney 
Webb,  Professor  of  Public  Administration  in  the  University  of  London 
(School  of  Economic  and  Political  Science).  Crown  8vo.  $1.35  net 

An  examination,  in  easy  lecture  form,  of  the  problems  of  management 
of  any  considerable  industrial  enterprise,  especially  in  relation  to  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  labor,  methods  of  remuneration,  “  Scientific  Management” 
and  “  Welfare  Work,”  piecework  and  premium  bonus  systems,  restriction 
of  output  and  increase  of  production,  the  maintenance  of  discipline,  etc. 

THE  ECONOMIC  HISTORY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  By 

Ernest  Ludlow  Bogart,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Economics  in  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Illinois.  New  edition,  revised  and  enlarged  (1922).  With 
26  Maps  and  93  Illustrations.  Crown  8vo,  $2.00. 

READINGS  IN  THE  ECONOMIC  HISTORY  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES.  By  E.  L.  Bogart,  Ph.D.,  and  C.  M.  Thompson,  Ph.D., 
of  the  University  of  Illinois.  8vo.  $3.20. 

A  source  book  which  collects  in  one  volume  contemporary  material 
illustrating  the  most  important  economic  developments  in  the  country’s 
history.  The  material  is  arranged  as  follows  :  Eight  chapters  deal  with 
the  United  States  before  1808;  nine  with  the  period  of  1808-1860;  and 
six  with  the  period  since  i860. 

RAILROADS.  In  two  volumes.  By  William  Z.  Ripley,  Ph.D. 
Nathaniel  Ropes  Professor  of  Economics  in  Harvard  University,  author 
of  “  Railway  Problems,”  etc. 

Vol.  I.  RATES  AND  REGULATION,  with  41  maps  and  diagrams. 

8vo.  j4-°°  net. 

Vol.  II.  FINANCE  AND  ORGANIZATION,  with  29  maps  and 
diagrams.  8vo.  $4.00  net. 

PRINCIPLES  OF  ECONOMICS  :  with  Special  Reference  to  Amer¬ 
ican  Conditions.  By  Edwin  R.  A.  Seligman,  LL.D.  McVickar 
Professor  of  Political  Economy  in  Columbia  University.  New  Edition, 
Revised.  $3.00  net. 

AN  ESSAY  ON  MEDIAEVAL  ECONOMIC  TEACHING.  By 

George  O’Brien,  Litt.D.,  author  of  “  The  Economic  Plistory  of  Ireland 
in  the  Seventeenth  Century,”  “  The  Economic  History  of  Ireland  in  the 
Eighteenth  Century,  etc.”  $4.75  net. 

It  is  the  aim  of  this  essay  to  examine  and  present  in  as  concise  a  form 
as  possible  the  principles  and  rules  which  guided  and  regulated  men  in 
their  economic  and  social  relations  during  the  period  known  as  the 
Middle  Ages. 
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WEALTH  AND  TAXABLE  CAPACITY 

By  Sir  Josiah  Stamp,  K.B.E.,  D.Sc.  Being  the  Newmarch  Lectures  of 
1920-21.  10s.  6d.  Postage  9d. 

In  the  House  of  Commons  during  the  Debate  on  the  Budget,  April,  1922,  these  Lectures 
were  referred  to. 

S  S Morning  Post :  “  The  book  should  be  read,  and  read  carefully,  by  all  who  are  concerned 
in  post-war  financial  problems.  .  .  .  When  the  book  has  been  mastered  the  reader  will  be 
able  to  consider  most  of  the  current  financial  problems  without  being  taken  in  by  the 
many  specious  and  ingenious  remedies  which  are  put  forward.” 


SOCIALISATION  IN  THEORY  AND  PRACTICE 

«  * 

By  Heinrich  Strobel,  Finance  Minister  in  the  Prussian  Revolutionary 

Government  of  November,  1918.  Translated  from  the  original  by  H.  J. 

Stenning.  10s.  6d.  Postage  9d. 

New  Statesman :  “  Herr  Strobel  has  written  an  exceeding  valuable  book  .  .  .  brings  out 
clearly  many  problems  and  difficulties  which  have  hardly  begun  to  be  appreciated  here. 
Above  all,  he  stresses  the  almost  inevitable  failure  of  attempts  to  devise  plans  of  Socialisa¬ 
tion  on  the  spur  of  the  moment.  ...  It  would  do  every  believer  in  Socialisation  good  to 
read  Herr  Strobel's  book  and  to  endeavour  to  think  out  its  applications  to  the  situation  in 
this  country.” 


THE  TRADE  CYCLE 

An  Account  of  the  Causes  Producing  Rhythmical  Changes  in  the  Activity  of 
Business.  By  F.  Lavington,  M.A.,  Girdler’s  Lecturer  in  the  University  of 
Cambridge.  3s.  6d.  Postage  4d. 

Economist:  ‘‘Mr.  Lavington  has  performed  a  difficult  and  very  useful  task  extremely 
well  in  the  volume  in  which  he  explains  in  terms  capable  of  being  understood  by  all  and 
sundry,  provided  they  are  prepared  to  concentrate  their  attention,  the  workings  and  prog¬ 
ress  of  Trade  Cycles  ...  at  once  the  best  and  simplest  account  of  the  fluctuations  of  indus¬ 
try  that  has  been  published.”*!  ffisbw 


A  HISTORY  OF  THE  CANADIAN  RAILWAY 

By  Harold  A.  Innis,  Ph.D. ,  Chicago.  12s.  6d.  Postage  9d. 

In  this  Study  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  trace  the  History  of  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  from  an  Evolutionary  and  Scientific  point  of  view. 

Contents  Introduction  :  The  Pacific  Coast ;  The  Hudson  Bay  Drainage  Basin ;  On  the 
St.  Lawrence -From  National  to  Economic  Union  (1870-1880)—  Fulfilment  of  the  Contract- 
Expansion  of  the  Road  and  the  Development  of  Freight  Traffic— The  Freight  Rate  Situa¬ 
tion-Passenger  Traffic— Earnings  from  Operations— Expenses— Total  Receipts— Capital- 
Conclusion — Appendix. 

THE  PRINCIPLE  OF  OFFICIAL  INDEPENDENCE.  WITH  PARTIC- 
ULAR  REFERENCE  TO  THE  POLITICAL  HISTORY  OF  CANADA 

By  R.  MacGregor  Dawson,  M.A.,D.Sc.  (Econ.).  With  Introduction  by 

Prof.  Graham  Wallas,  M.A.  10s.  6d.  Postage  9d. 

This  book  is  an  attempt  to  analyse  the  conception  of  independence  in  the  Modern  State— 
an  idea  which,  though  it  finds  expression  in  a  multitude  of  practical  forms,  has  been  ig¬ 
nored  by  the  majority  of  writers  on  Politics.  In  order  to  make  the  discussion  more  con¬ 
crete,  the  author  has  thought  it  wiser  to  confine  himself  to  Canadian  Government,  and  has 
only  enlarged  this  sphere  when  comparison  with  some  other  country  demanded  ir. 


Orchard  House,  2-4  Great  Smith  Street 
Westminster,  England 


The  Academy  of  Political  Science 
in  the  City  of  New  York 

The  Academy  of  Political  Science,  founded  in  1880,  is  com¬ 
posed  of  men  and  women  interested  in  political,  economic  and 
social  questions.  Members  receive  the  Political  Science  Quar¬ 
terly  and  the  Proceedings  of  the  Academy,  and  are  entitled  b> 
admission  to  all  meetings,  lectures  and  receptions  under  the 
auspices  of  the  Academy.  The  annual  dues  are  five  dollars. 
Address  the  Secretary  of  the  Academy  of  Political  Science,. 
Columbia  University,  New  York. 


POLITICAL  SCIENCE  QUARTERLY 

Alartaging  Editor 
PARKER  T.  MOON 

The  Quarterly  is  devoted  to  the  historical,  statistical  and 
comparative  study  of  politics,  economics,  sociology  and  public 
law.  Every  article  is  signed  and  expresses  simply  the  personal 
view  of  the  writer.  Each  issue  contains  scholarly  reviews  and 
brief  book  notes.  A  valuable  Record  of  Political  Events 
throughout  the  world  is  printed  as  a  supplement  to  the  Sep¬ 
tember  issue.  Address  editorial  communications  to  the  Politi¬ 
cal  Science  Quarterly ;  business  communications  to  the  Acad¬ 
emy  of  Political  Science,  Columbia  University,  New  York. 


PROCEEDINGS  OF  THE  ACADEMY  OF 
POLITICAL  SCIENCE 

The  Proceedings  are  issued  by  the  Acad  emy  as  a  record  of 
its  activities  and  as  a  means  of  giving  detailed  treatment  to 
special  subjects  of  importance.  Recent  issues  are :  The  Money 
Problem,  176  pp.,  Industrial  Co-operation,  256  pp.,  Railroads 
and  Business  Prosperity,  130  pp.  Price  $1.50  each  in  paper 
covers.  A  full  list  of  the  numbers  thus  far  issued  will  be  sent 

on  request.  Address  Academy  of  Political  Science,  Columbia 

University,  New  York. 


Studies  in  History,  Economics  and  Public  Law 

edited  by 

Faculty  of  Political  Science  of  Columbia  University 


VOLUME  I,  1891-92.  2nd  Ed.,  1897.  396  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3-50. 

1.  The  Divorce  Problem.  A  Study  in  Statistics. 

By  Walter  F.  Willcox,  Ph.D.  Price,  75  cents. 

3.  The  History  of  Tariff  Administration  in  the  United  States,  from  Colonial 
Times  to  the  McKinley  Administrative  Bill. 

By  John  Dean  Goss,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1. 00, 

3.  History  of  Municipal  Land  Ownership  on  Manhattan  Island. 

By  George  Ashton  Black,  Ph  D.  Price,  gi.oo. 

4.  Financial  History  of  Massachusetts. 

By  Charles  H.  J.  Douglas.  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.oo, 

VOLUME  II,  1892-93.  (See  note  on  last  page.) 

1.  [5]  The  Economics  of  the  Russian  Village. 

By  Isaac  A.  Hourwich,  Ph.D.  (Out  of print), 

3.  [6]  Bankruptcy.  A  Study  in  Comparative  Legislation. 

By  Samuel  W.  Dunscomb,  Jr.,  Ph.D.  (Not  sold  separately.) 

3.. [7]  Special  Assessments  ;  A  Study  in  Municipal  Finance. 

By  Victor  Rosewater,  Ph.D.  Second  Edition,  1898.  Price,  fi. 00. 


VOLUME  III,  1893.  465  pp.  (See  note  on  last  page.) 

1.  [8]  ‘History  of  Elections  in  American  Colonies. 

By  Cortland  F.  Bishop,  Ph.D.  (Not  sold  separately.) 
3.  [9]  The  Commercial  Policy  of  England  toward  the  American  Colonies. 

By  George  L.  Beer,  A.  M.  (Out  of  print.) 

VOLUME  IV,  1893-94.  438  pp.  (See  note  on  last  page.) 

1.  [10]  Financial  History  of  Virginia. 

By  William  Z.  Ripley,  Ph.D.  (Not  sold  separately.) 
3.  [1 11*  The  inheritance  Tax.  ByMAx  West, Ph.D.  Second  Edition.  190S.  Price. $200. 

3.  [13]  History  of  Taxation  in  Vermont.  By  Frederick  A.  Wood,  Ph  D  (Out  of  print.) 


VOLUME  V,  1895-96.  498  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.50. 

1.  [13]  Double  Taxation  in  the  United  States. 

By  Francis  Walker,  Ph.D.  Price,  fi  oo., 
3.  [14]  The  Separation  of  Governmental  Powers. 

By  William  Bondy,  LL.B.,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.oo, 
3.  [15]  Municipal  Government  In  Michigan  and  Ohio. 

By  Delos  F.  Wilcox.  Ph.D.  Price, gi.oo, 

VOLUME  VI,  1896.  601  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50  5  Paper  covers,  $4.00, 

[16]  History  of  Projirietary  Government  in  Pennsylvania. 

By  William  Robert  Shepherd,  Ph.D, 


VOLUME  VII,  1896.  512  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.50. 

1.  [17]  History  of  the  Transition  from  Provincial  to  Commonwealth  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  Massachusetts.  By  Harry  A.  Cushing,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.00. 

3 .  [  18]*Speculation  on  the  Stock  and  Produce  Exchan  ges  of  the  United  States 

By  Henry  Crosby  Emery,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 


VOLUME  VIII,  1896-98,  551  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1»  [19]  T  heStruggle  between  President  J ohnson  and  Congress  over  Recon¬ 
struction.  By  Charles  Ernest  Chadsey,  Ph.D.  Price,  «i  oo. 

3.  [30]  Recent  Centralizing  Tendencies  in  State  Educational  Admiuistra- 
tion.  By  William  Clarence  Webster,  Ph.D.  Price,  75  cents. 

3.  [3  1]  The  Abolition  of  Privateering  and  the  Declaration  of  Paris. 

_  T.  .  ,  .  By  Francis  R.  Stark,  LL.B.,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi  00. 

4.  [23]  Public  Administration  in  Massachusetts.  The  Relation  of  Central 

to  Local  Activity.  By  Robert  Harvey  Whitten,  Ph  D.  Price,  51.00. 

VOLUME  IX,  1897-98,  617  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [23]  ‘English  Local  Government  of  To-day.  A  Study  of  the  Relations  of 

Central  and  Local  Government.  By  Milo  Roy  Maltbie,  Ph.D.  Price  *2.00. 

2.  [24]  German  M  age  Theories.  A  History  of  their  Development. 

»  By  James  W.  Crook,  Ph.D.  Price,  *i.uo, 

3.  [35]  The  Centralization  of  Administration  in  New  York  State. 

By  John  Archibald  Fairlie,  Ph.D,  Price,  gi.00. 


«  ej 


VOLUMES,  1898-99.  409  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.50. 

1.  [26]  Sympathetic  Strikes  and  Sympathetic  Lockouts. 

o  roTimi  ,  _  By  Fked  S.  Hall,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.00. 

i.  [37]  *Rhode  Island  and  the  Formation  of  ihe  Union. 

o  rom  „  By  Frank  Greene  Bates,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi. 50. 

d.  L38J.  Centralized  Administration  of  Liquor  Laws  in  the  American  Com. 
monwealths.  By  Clement  Moorb  Lacev  Sites,  Ph.D,  Price,  #1.00. 

VOLUME  XI,  1899.  495  pp.  Price,  cloth,  4.00;  paper  covers,  $3,50. 

'  The  Growth  of  Cities.  By  Aiina  Ferein  Weber  Ph  D. 

VOLUME  XII,  1899-1900.  586  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

A  [SO]  History  and  Functions  of  Central  Labor  Unions. 

By  William  Maxwell  Burke,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.oo. 

s3„  [31.]  Colonial  Immigration  Laws. 

By  Edward  Emerson  Proper,  A.M.  Price,  75  cents. 

3,  [32]  History  of  Military  Pension  Legislation  in  the  United  States. 

By  William  Henry  Glasson,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.00. 

4.  [33]  History  of  the  Theory  of  Sovereignty  since  Rousseau. 

By  Charles  E.  Merriam,  Jr.,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

VOLUME  XIII,  1901.  570  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [34]  The  Legal  Property  Relations  of  Married  Parties. 

By  IsiDOR  Loee,  Ph.D.  Price,  Si. 50. 

3.  [35]  Political  Nativism  in  New  York  State. 

By  Louis  Dow  Scisco,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.00. 
3.  [33]  The  Reconstruction  of  Georgia.  By  Edwin  C.  Woolley,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.00. 

VOLUME  XIV,  1901-1902.  576  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4-00. 

1.  [371  Loyalism  in  New  York  during  the  American  Revolution. 

By  Alexander  Clarence  Flick,  Ph.D.  Price.  $2.00. 

2.  [3S]  The  Economic  Theory  of  Risk  and  Insurance. 

By  Allan  H.  Willett.  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

3.  [39]  The  Eastern  Question:  A  Study  in  Diplomacy. 

By  Stephen  P.  H.  Duggan,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.00. 

VOLUME  XV,  1902.  427  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.50;  Paper  covers,  $3.00. 

[40]  Crime  in  Its  Relation  to  Social  Progress.  By  Arthur  Cleveland  Hall,  Ph.D. 

VOLUME  XVI,  1902-1903.  547  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 


1.  [41]  The  Past  and  Present  of  Commerce  in  Japan. 

By  Ybtaro  Kinosita,  Ph.D  Price,  $i. so. 

2.  [43]  The  Employment  of  Women  in  the  Clothing  Trade. 

By  Mabel  Hurd  Willet,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1. 50. 

3.  [43]  The  Centralization  of  Administration  in  Ohio. 

By  Samuel  P.  Orth,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 


VOLUME  XVII,  1903.  635  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 


1.  [44]  *Centralizing  Tendencies  in  the  Administration  of  Indiana. 

By  William  A.  Rawles,  Ph.D. 

2.  [45]  Principles  of  Justice  in  Taxation.  By  Stephen  F.  Weston,  Ph.D. 

VOLUME  XVIII,  1903.  753  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 


Price,  #2.50, 
Price,  $ 2.00 . 


1.  [46]  The  Administration  of  Iowa.  By  Harold  Martin  Bowman,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 
.  [47]  Turgot  and  the  Six  Edicts.  By  Robert  P.  Shepherd,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

.  [48]  Hanover  and  Prussia,  1795-1803.  By  Guy  Stanton  Ford,  Ph  D.  Price,  $2.00. 

VOLUME  XIX,  1903-1905.  588  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 


1.  [49 

2.  [50 


Josi&h  Tucker,  Economist 


By  Walter  Ernest  Clark  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 


History  and  Criticism  of  the  Labor  Theory  of  Value  in  English  Polit¬ 
ical  Economy.  By  Albert  C.  Whitaker,  Ph.D,  Price,  $1.50. 

3.  [51]  Trade  Unions  and  the  Eaw  In  New  York.  ^  „  . 

By  Georgs  Gorham  Groat,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1. 00. 


VOLUME  XX,  1904.  514  pp.  Price,  cloth.  $3.50. 


1. 

2. 


53]  The  Office  of  the  Justice  of  the  Peace  in  England. 

J  By  Charles  Austin  Beard,  Ph.D.  Price,  gt.50. 

53]  A  History  of  Military  Government  in  Newly  Acquired  Territory  of 
the  United  States.  By  David  Y.  Thomas,  Ph.D,  Price,  gs.oo. 


VOLUME  XXI,  1904.  746  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 


1.  [541  ^Treaties,  their  Making  and  Enforcements 

1  *  Qy  Samuel  B.  Crandall,  Ph.D. 

2.  [55]  The  Socioiogyofa  New  York  City  BloTck.MAsjEssEjoNEs>ph  D 

3.  [56]  Pre-Mai thusian  Doctrines  of  ^By*3 Charles1  E.  Stangeland,  Ph.D. 


Price,  $1.50. 
Price,  $  1. 00. 
Price,  $2. 50. 


VOLUME  XXII,  1905.  520  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.50;  paper  covers,  $3.00. 

[57]  The  Historical  Development  of  tlie  Poor  Law  of  Connecticut. 

By  Edward  W.  Capbn,  Ph.  D. 


VOLUME  XXIII,  1905.  594  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 


1,  [58]  Tlie  Economics  of  Land  Tenure  in  Georgia.  _  _  . 

By  Enoch  Marvin  Banks,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.oo, 

8.  [59]  Mistake  in  Contract.  A  Study  in  Comparative  Jurisprudence. 

By  Edwin  C.  McKeag,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.oo. 

3.  [60]  Combination  in  tlie  Mining  Industry.  „ 

By  Henry  R.  Musset,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.oo. 

4.  [61]  The  English  Craft  Guilds  and  the  Government.  _ 

By  Stella  Kramhr,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.oo„ 

VOLUME  XXIV,  1905.  521  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 


1.  [63]  The  Place  of  Magic  in  tlie  Intellectual  History  of  Europe. 

By  Lynn  Thorndike,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.00. 

2.  [63]  The  Ecclesiastical  Edicts  of  tlie  Tlieodosian  Code.  „ 

By  William  K.  Boyd,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.00. 

3.  [64]  *Tlie  International  Position  of  Japan  as  a  Great  Power. 

By  Seiji  G.  Hishida,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.00. 

VOLUME  XXV,  1906-07.  600  pp.  (Sold  only  in  Sets.) 

1.  [65]  'Municipal  Control  of  Public  Utilities. 

By  O.  L.  Pond,  Ph.D.  (Not  sold  separately .) 

2.  [66]  The  Budget  In  tlie  American  Commonwealths. 

By  Eugene  E.  Agger,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

3.  [67]  The  Finances  ol  Cleveland.  By  Charles  C.  Williamson,  Ph.D.  Price,g2.oo. 

VOLUME  XXVI .  1937.  559  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [68]  Trade  and  Currency  in  Early  Oregon. 

By  James  H.  Gileert,  Ph.D.  Price,  jji.oo. 

2.  [69]  Luther’s  Table  Talk.  By  Preserved  Smith,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.oo 

3.  [70]  The  Tobacco  Industry  in  tlie  United  States. 

By  Meyer  Jagobstein.  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

4.  [71]  Social  Democracy  and  Population. 

By  Alvan  A.  Tenney,  Ph.D.  Price,  75  cents 

VOLUME  XXVII,  1907.  578  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00 

1.  [73J  The  Economic  Policy  of  Robert  Walpole. 

By  Norris  A.  Brisco,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

2.  [73]  The  United  States  Steel  Coriioration. 

By  Abraham  Berglund,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1  50. 

3.  [74]  The  Taxation  of  Corporations  in  Massachusetts. 

By  Harry  G.  Friedman,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

VOLUME  XXVIII,  1907.  564  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [75]  DeWitt  Clinton  and  tlie  Origin  of  the  Spoils  System  in  New  York. 

By  Howard  Lee  McBain,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

2.  [76]  The  Development  of  the  Legislature  of  Colonial  Virginia. 

By  Elmer  I.  Miller,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

3.  [77]  Tbe  Distribution  of  Ownership. 

By  Joseph  Harding  Underwood,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50 

VOLUME  XXIX,  1908.  703  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  [7S]  Early  New  England  Towns.  By  Anne  Eush  MacLear,  Ph.D.  Price,  £1.50. 

2.  [79]  New  Hampshire  as  a  Royal  Province. 

By  William  H.  Fry,  Ph.D.  Price,  $3.00. 

VOLUME  XXX,  1908.  712  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50  ;  Paper  covers,  $4.00. 

[SO]  The  Province  of  New  Jersey,  1664—1738.  By  Edwin  P.  Tanner,  PhD, 

VOLUME  XXXI,  1908.  575  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [81]  Private  Freight  Cars  and  American  Railroads. 

By  L.  D.  H.  Weld,  Ph.D.  Price,  Si. 50. 

2.  [82]  Ohio  before  1850.  By  Robert  E.  Chaddock,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

3.  [S3]  Consanguineous  Marriages  in  the  American  Population. 

By  George  B.  Louis  Arner,  Ph.D.  Price.  75  cents. 

4.  [84]  Adolphe  Quetelet  as  Statistician.  By  Frank  H.  Hankins,  Ph.D.  Price,  £1.25, 

VOLUME  XXXII,  1908.  705  pp.  Price,  cloth,  4.50;  paper  covers,  $4.00. 

85]  The  Enforcement  of  the  Statutes  of  ^Laborers. 

By  Bertha  Haven  Putnam,  Ph.D. 

VOLUME  XXXIII,  1908-1909.  635  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  [86]  Factory  Legislation  in  Maine.  By  E.  Stagg  Whitin,  A.B.  Price.  Si.oo, 

2.  [87]  'Psychological  Interpretations  of  Society. 

By  Michael  M.  Davis,  Jr.,  Ph  D.  Price,  $2.00, 

3.  [88 j  *An  Introduction  to  the  Soureejs  relating  to  the  Germanic  Invasions. 

By  Carlton  J.  H.  Hayes,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1. 50. 


VOLUME  XXXIV,  1909.  628  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 


t.  [89]  Transportation  and  Industrial  Development  In  the  Middle  West. 

„  r„„.  By  William  F.  Gephart,  Ph.D.  Price,  *2.0*. 

3.  [90]  Social  Reform  and  the  Reformation. 

By  Jacob  Salwyn  Schapiro,  Ph.D.  Price,  $i. *5. 
®.  [91]  Responsibility  for  Crime.  By  Philip  A.  Parsons,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

VOLUME  XXXV,  1909,  568  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 


1.  [98]  The  Conflict  over  the  Judicial  Rowers  in  the  United  States  to  1870. 

,  ,  By  Charles  Grove  Haines,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi. 50. 

8.  [93]  A  Study  of  the  Population  of  Manhattanville. 

By  Howard  Brown  Woolston,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi. 25, 
8.  [94]  ‘Divorce:  A  Study  In  Social  Causation. 

By  James  P.  Lichtenberger,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.50. 


VOLUME  XXXVI,  1910.  542  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [95]  *  Reconstruction  in  Texas.  By  Charles  William  Ramsdell,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2,53. 
8.  [96]  *  The  Transition  in  Virginia  from  Colony  to  Commonwealth. 

By  Charles  Ramsdell  Lingley,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1. 50. 


VOLUME  XXXVII,  1910.  606  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  [97]  Standards  of  Reasonableness  in  Local  Freight  Discriminations. 

By  John  Maurice  Clark,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.25, 
S.  [98]  Legal  Development  in  Colonial  Massachusetts. 

By  Charles  J.  Hilkey,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.25. 
8.  [99]  ‘Social  and  Mental  Traits  of  th©  Negro. 

By  Howard  W.  Odum,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.00. 


VOLUME  XXXVIII,  1910.  463  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.50. 

1.  [lOO]  Tli©  Public  Domain  and  Democracy* 

By  Robert  Tudor  Hill,  Ph.D.  Price,  $3.00. 
[101]  Organlsmic  Theories  of  the  State, 

By  Francis  W.  Coker,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1. go. 


VOLUME  XXXIX,  1910-1911.  651  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

I.  [103]  The  Making  of  the  Balkan  States. 

By  William  Smith  Murray,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 
3.  [103]  Political  History  of  New  Fork  State  during  the  Period  of  the  Civil 
'VV’ar,  By  Sidney  David  Brummer,  Ph.  D.  Price,  3.00. 


VOLUME  XL,  1911.  633  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 


1.  [104]  A  Survey  of  Constitutional  Development  In  China. 

By  Hawkling  L.  Yen,  Ph  D. 

S.  [105]  Ohio  Politics  during  the  Civil  War  Period. 

By  George  H.  Porter,  Ph.D. 


Price,  $i.oo. 
Price,  $1.75. 


8.  [106]  The  Territorial  Basis  of  Government  under  the  State  Constitutions. 

By  Alfred  Zantzinger  Reed,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.75. 


VOLUME  XLI,  1911.  514  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.50;  paper  covers,  $3.00. 

[107]  New  Jersey  as  a  Royal  Province.  By  Edgar  Jacob  Fisher,  Ph.  D. 

VOLUME  XLII,  1911.  400  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.00;  paper  covers,  $2.50. 

f  108]  Attitude  of  American  Courts  in  Tabor  Cases. 

1  J  By  George  Gorham  Groat,  Ph.Du 


VOLUME  XLIII,  1911.  633  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  [109]  ‘Industrial  Causes  of  Congestion  of  Population  In  New  York  City. 
*■'  l  J  By  Edward  Ewing  Pratt,  Ph.D^  Price,  $2. 


3.  [110]  Edncation  ana  the  Mores. 

.  [Ill] 


By  F.  Stuart  Chapin,  Ph.D. 


3 


The  British  Consuls  in  the  Confederacy.  ™  „ 

By  Milledge  L.  Bonham,  Jr.,  Ph.D. 


Price,  75  cents. 
Price,  $2.0.,' 


VOLUMES  XLIV  and  XLV,  1911.  745  pp. 

Price  for  the  two  volumes,  cloth,  $6.00  ;  paper  covers,  $5.00. 

(113  and  113]  The  Economic  Principles  of  Confucius  »£d  his  School.  D 

VOLUME  XL VI,  1911-1912. .  623  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  [114]  The  Ricardian  Socialists.  ’  By  Esther  Lowenthal,  Ph.D  Price.  Ji.o. 
3.  [115]  Ibrahim  Pasha,  Grand  Vizier -of 


3.  [116]  ‘Syndicalism  In  France 

4,  [117]  A  Hooeier  Village, 


Dl  U1  O  UlDimail,  OlAC 

By  Hester  Donaldson  Jenkins,  Ph.D.  Price,  $x.oo. 

By  Louis  Levine,  Ph.D.  Second  edition,  1914#  Price,  $1.50* 
By  Newell  Leroy  Sims,  Ph.D*  Price.  $1.5®* 


VOLUME  XLVII,  1912.  544  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [1X8]  The  Politics  ol  Michigan,  1865-1878, 

By  Harrietts  M.  Dilla,  Ph  D.  Price,  $2.00. 
&.  [1 19]  ’The  United  States  Beet  Sugar  Industry  and  the  Tariff. 

By  Roy  G.  Blakey,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.00, 


VOLUME  XL VIII,  1912.  493  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [120]  Isidor  of  Seville.  By  Ernest  Brkhaut,  Ph.  D.  Price,  gs.oo, 

2.  [181]  Progress  and  Uniformity  in  Child-Labor  Legislation, 

By  William  Fielding  Ogburn,  Ph.D.  Price,  £1.75 


VOLUME  XLIX,  1912.  592  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  [182]  British  Radicalism  1791-1797.  By  Walter  Phelps  Hall.  Price,  gz.oo. 

8.  [183]  A  Comparative  Study  of  the  Daw  of  Corporations. 

By  Arthur  K.  Kuhn,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.So, 
S.  [124]  *The  Negro  at  Work  in  New  York  City. 

By  George  E.  Haynes,  Ph.D.  Price, $1.25. 

VOLUME  L,  1911.  481  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 


1.  [125]  ‘The  Spirit  of  Chinese  Philanthropy.  By  Yai  YubTsu.  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.oo. 

2.  [126]  *The  Alien  in  China.  By  Vi.  Kyuin  Wellington  Koo,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.50. 


VOLUME  LI,  1912.  4to.  Atlas.  Price:  cloth,  $1.50;  paper  covers,  $1.00. 


1.  [187]  The  Sale  of  Liquor  in  the  South. 


By  Lbonard  S.  Blakey,  Ph.D 


VOLUME  LII,  1912.  489  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [128]  *Provincial  and  Local  Taxation  in  Canada. 

By  Solomon  Vinbberg,  Ph.D.  Prioe,  gi.50. 

8.  [129]  *The  Distribution  of  Income. 

By  Frank  Hatch  Streightoff,  Ph  D.  Price,  gi.50, 
8.  [130]  *Tlie  Finances  of  Vermont.  By  Frederick  A.  Wood,  Ph.D.  Price,  jti.oo. 


VOLUME  LIII,  1913.  789  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50;  paper,  $4.00. 

[131]  The  Civil  War  and  Reconstruction  in  Florida.  By  W.  W.  Davis,  Ph.D. 


VOLUME  LIV,  1913,  604  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50, 

1.  [132]  *  Privileges  and  Immunities  of  Citizens  of  the  United  States. 

By  Arnold  Johnson  Lien,  Ph.D.  Price,  75  cents. 

S.  [133J  The  Supreme  Court  and  Unconstitutional  Legislation. 

By  Blaine  Free  Mcore,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.00. 
S,  [134]  ^Indian  Slavery  in  Colonial  Times  within  the  Present  Limits  of  the 
United  States.  By  Almon  Wheeler  Lauber,  Ph.D.  Price,  $3.00. 


VOLUME  LV,  1913.  665  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  [135]  *A  Political  History  of  the  State  of  New  York. 

_  -  ,  By  Homer  A.  Stebbins,  Ph.D.  Price.  SLoo. 

8.  [136]  “The  Early  Persecutions  of  the  Christians, 

By  LeonH.  Canfield,  Ph.D.  Price,  gi.50. 


VOLUME  LVI,  1913.  406  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.50. 

S.  [137]  Speculation  on  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange,  1904-1907, 

„  ,,  „  .  By  Algernon  Ashburner  Osborne.  Price,  $1.50, 

- •  ri38j  The  Policy  of  the  United  States  towards  Industrial  Monopoly. 

By  Oswald  Whitman  Knauth,  Ph  D.  Price,  $2.00, 


VOLUME  LVII,  1914.  670  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50, 

1.  [139]  *The  Civil  Service  of  Great  Britain. 

..  „„  ,,  By  Robert  Moses,  Ph.D. 

S.  [140]  The  Financial  History  of  New  York  State. 

By  Don  C.  Sowers. 


Price,  $2.oo, 
Price,  &2.5C 


VOLUME  L VIII,  1914.  684  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50;  paper,  $4.00. 

[141]  Reconstruction  in  North  Carolina. 

By  J.  G.  de  Roulhac  Hamilton,  Ph.D. 


VOLUME  LIX,  1914.  625  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50, 

1.  [142]  The  Development  of  Modern  Turkey  by  means  of  its  Press. 

_  By  Ahmed  Emin,  Ph.D.  Price.  Si.oo 

S.  [143]  The  System  of  Taxation  In  China,  1614-191 1.  * 

„  r,  ,,  „  By  Shao-Kwan  Chen,  Ph.  D.  Price,  Si.oo. 

f  The  Currency  Problem  in  China.  By  Wen  Pin  Wei,  Ph.D.  Price  I1.25. 

4.  [145]  *J ewish  Immigration  to  the  United  States.  *  * 

By  Samuel  Joseph,  Ph.D.  Price,  Jk.50 


VOLUME  LX.  1914.  516  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  T 146]  “Constantine  tlie  Great  and  Christianity. 

By  Christopher  Bush  Coleman,  Ph.D.  Price,  g*.oo. 

2.  [147]  The  Establishment  of  Christianity  and  the  Proscription  of  Pa¬ 

ganism,  By  Maud  Aline  Huttman,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2 .00. 


VOLUME  LXI.  1914.  496  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4  00. 

1.  [148]  *Tlie  Railway  Conductors:  A  Study  In  Organized  Labor. 

By  Edwin  Clyde  Robbins.  Price,  Si. 50. 

2 .  [149]  *Tlie  Finances  of  the  City  of  New  York. 

By  Yin-Ch'u  Ma,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.50. 

VOLUME  LXII.  1914.  414  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $3.50. 

[  1BO]  The  Journal  of  the  Joint  Committee  of  Fifteen  on  Reconstruction. 
39th  Congress,  1S65 — 1867.  By  Benjamin  B.  Kendrick,  Ph.D,  Price,  $3.00. 


VOLUME  LXIIX.  1914.  561pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [151]  Emils  Durklieim’s  Contributions  to  Sociological  Theory. 

By  Charles  Elmer  Gehlke,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.30. 

2.  [153]  The  Nationalization  of  Railways  in  Japan. 

By  Toshiharu  Watarai,  Ph.D  Price,  $1.25. 

3.  [153]  Population:  A  Study  in  Malthusianism. 

By  Warren  S.  Thompson,  Ph.D  Price,  $1.75 

VOLUME  LXIV.  1915.  646  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  [154]  ‘Keconstrnetion  in  Georgia.  By  C.  Mildred  Thompson,  Ph.D.  Price,  3.00. 

2.  [155]  “The  Review  of  American  Colonial  Legislation  by  the  King  in 

Council.  By  Elmer  Beecher  Russell,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.75. 


VOLUME  LXV.  1915.  524  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4-00. 


1.  [156]  “The  Sovereign  Council  of  New  France  „ 

By  Raymond  Du  Bois  Cahall,  Ph.D  Price,  $2,25 

2.  [157]  ‘Scientific  Management  (3rd.  ed.  1933).  _  _  . 

By  Horace  B.  Drury,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.00. 


VOLUME  LXYI.  1915,  655  pp-  Price,  cloth,  $4.50- 

1.  [158]  ‘The  Recognition  Policy  of  the  United  States.  ^  -  . 

L  J  By  Julius  Goebel,  Jr.,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.00, 

3.  [159]  Railway  Problems  in  China.  ByCmH  Hsu,  Ph.D.  Price.  £1.50. 

3.  [160]  ‘The  Boxer  Rebellion.  By  Paul  H.  Clements,  Ph.D.  Price,  Je.oo. 

VOLUME  LXVII.  1916.  538  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00, 

1.  [161]  “Russian  Sociology.  By  Julius  F,  Hecker,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2. 50. 

3.  1 163]  State  Regulation  of  Railroads  in  the  South. 

1  J  By  Maxwell  Ferguson,  A.  M.,  LL.B.  Price,  $1. 75. 

VOLUME  LXVIII.  1916.  518  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

[168]  The  Origins  of  the  Islamic  State.  By  Philip  K.  Hitti,  Ph.D.  Price,  $4.00 

VOLUME  LXIX.  1916.  489  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00, 

1.  [164]  Railway  Monopoly  and  Rate  Regulation.^  }  McFa^  PhD.  Price>  $I  „ 

3.  [165]  The  Butter  Industry  in  the  United  Stat^es^^  pfa  D  price.  ^ 

VOLUME  LXX.  1916.  540  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

[166]  Mohammedan  Theories  of  Flnanee^^  p  Aghnides  Ph  D.  Priee,  *4.00. 

VOLUME  LXXI.  1916.  476  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [167]  The  Commerce  of  Louisiana  during  th^ French  Regime, 1699-1763. 

VOLUME  LXXII.  1916.  542  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  r168]  American  Men  of  Letters:  ^IrNatur^  Price, gi. 50. 

3.  [169]  The  Tariff  Problem  in  China.  By  Chin  Chu,  Ph.D.  Price,  $i. so. 

3.  [170]  The  Marketing  of  Perishable  Food  ProdBncts£  AdamSj  ph  D  price)  $I,so 


VOLUME  LXXIII.  1917.  616  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4-50. 

1.  [171]  *Tlie  Social  and  Economic  Aspects  of  the  Chartist  Movement. 

By  Frank  F.  Rosenblatt,  Ph.D.  Price,  $t  oo. 

3*.  [173]  ‘The  Decline  of  the  Chartist  Movement. 

By  Preston  William  Slosson,  Ph  D.  Price,  52.00. 

[173]  Chartism  and  the  Churches.  By  H.  U.  Faulkner,  Ph.D.  Price,  51.25. 

VOLUME  LXXIV.  1917.  548  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50, 

1.  [174]  The  Rise  of  Ecclesiastical  Control  In  Quebec. 

By  Walter  A.  Riddell,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.75. 

3.  [175]  Political  Opinion  in  Massachusetts  during  the  Civil  War  and  Re- 
construction •  By  Edith  Ellen  are,  P n.D.  Price, 

3.  [176]  Collective  Bargaining  in  the  lithographic  Industry. 

By  H.  E.  Hoagland,  Ph.D.  Price,  51.00 


VOLUME  LXXV.  1917.  410  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

An  extra-illustrated  and  bound  volume  is  published  at  S>5.00. 

1.  [177]  New  York  as  an  Eighteenth  Century  Municipality.  Prior  to  1731. 

By  Arthur  Everett  Peterson,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.00 
3.  [178]  New  York  as  an  Eighteenth  Century  Municipality.  1731-1776. 

By  George  William  Edwards,  Ph.D.  Price,  $2.00. 

VOLUME  LXXVI.  1917.  489  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [179]  ^Economic  and  Social  History  of  Chowan  County,  North  Carolina. 

By  W.  Scott  Bovce,  Ph.D.  Price,  52.50. 

3.  [180]  Separation  of  State  and  Local  Revenues  in  the  United  States. 

By  Mabei  Newcomer,  Ph.D.  Price,  51  75. 

VOLUME  LXXVII.  1917.  473  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

[181]  American  Civil  Church  Law.  By  Carl  Zollmann,  LL.B.  Price,  |3. 50. 

VOLUME  LXXVIII.  1917.  647  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

[183]  The  Colonial  Merchants  and  the  American  Revolution. 

By  Arthur  Meier  Schlesingkr.  Ph.D.  Price,  $ 4.00 . 


VOLUME  LXXIX.  1917-1918.  535  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50. 

1.  [183]  Contemporary  Theories  of  Unemployment  and  Unemployment 

Relief.  By  Frederick  C.  Mills..  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

2.  [184]  The  French  Assembly  of  1848  and  American  Constitutional  Doc* 

trine.  By  Eugene  Newton  Curtis,  Ph.D.  Price,  $3.00. 

VOLUME  LXXX.  1918-  448  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4  00, 

1.  [  185]  "Valuation  and  Rate  Making.  By  Robert  L.  Hale,  Ph.D.  Price,  51.50. 

3.  [1S6]  The  Enclosure  of  Open  Fields  In  England. 

By  Harriet  Bradley,  Ph.D.  Price,  51.25. 
3.  [  1  87]  The  Land  Tax  in  China.  By  H.  L.  Huang,  Ph.D.  Price,  51.50. 


VOLUME  LXXXI.  1918.  601pp.  Price,  cloth  $4.50. 

1.  [188]  Social  Life  in  Rome  in  the  Time  of  Plautus  and  Terence. 

By  Georgia  W.  Leffingwell,  Ph.D.  Price,  51.25. 
3.  [189]  ^Australian  Social  Development. 

By  Clarence  H.  Northcott,  Ph.D.  Price,  52.50. 
3.  [190]  ^Factory  Statistics  and  Industrial  Fatigue. 

By  Philip  S.  Florence,  Ph.D.  Price,  51.25. 

VOLUME  LXXXII.  1918-1919.  576  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50, 

1.  [191]  New  England  and  the  Bavarian  Illuminati. 

By  Vernon  Stauffer,  Ph.D.  Price,  53.00, 
3.  [193]  Resale  Price  Maintenance.  By  Claudius  T.  Murchison,  Ph.D.  Price,  $1.50. 

VOLUME  LXXXIII.  1919.  432  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4  00. 

[193]  The  I.  W.  W.  Second  Edition,  1920.  By  Paul  F.  Brissenden,  Ph.D.  Price,  53.50. 

VOLUME  LXXXIV.  1919.  534  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.50 

1.  [1941  The  Royal  Government  In  Virginia,  1634-1775. 

By  Percy  Scott  Flippin,  Ph.D.  Price,  53.00. 
3.  [195]  Hellenic  Conceptions  of  Peace.  ByWallaceE.  Caldwell,  Ph.D.  Price,  jSi  25. 

>  VOLUME  LXXXV.  1919.  450  pp.  Price,  cloth,  $4.00. 

1.  [196]  The  Religious  Policy  of  the  Bavarian  Government  'during  the 
Napoleonic  Period.  By  Chester  P.  Higby,  Ph.D.  Price,  53.00. 

3.  [197]  Public  Debts  Of  China.  By  F.  H.  Huang,  Ph.D.  Price,  51.00. 
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